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ABSTRACT 
 
The disjunctures between development policy and practice are well articulated in the literature.  
One focus of this conversation is the inherent tension between the partial and contingent 
nature of policy interactions and the need to operationalize practice to get things done.  Often 
lost in these discussions, however, is the critical role played by poverty measurement in 
creating this tension.  As a multidimensional construct and a policy concern, poverty has been 
ascribed many meanings such as a threshold of income, a lack of freedom, or the result of 
unequal power relationships.  These discursive understandings, however, are not well 
integrated into the practice of poverty measurement.  The disconnect is in part due to the fact 
that measurement tools inherently simplify the meaning of poverty.  Moreover, for operational 
feasibility, practitioners must choose between measures, privileging one definition over 
another.  Yet, the processes of simplification and selection conceal important social 
understandings that a multidimensional definition of poverty is meant to capture.   
 
This research is concerned with the practice of poverty measurement.  It looks at how the 
procedural act of collecting poverty data diverges from the popular discourse on poverty 
conceptualization and measurement; and, in turn, how this discourse diverges from 
experiences on the ground.   I argue that how the development community conceptualizes 
poverty influences the practice poverty measurement which in turn influences the discourse, all 
of which help shape our understanding of what it means to be poor, and ultimately how we 
address poverty alleviation.  To explore these recursive issues, I take the reader through the 
complex methodological steps of poverty measurement from the perspective of the 
practitioner and then analyze the process through the eyes of researcher.  My study focuses on 
a single village in rural Kenya that currently receives aid from the UN World Food Program.  
Using a household survey and focus group discussions, I construct and compare four poverty 
measures commonly used by development aid agencies.   My findings indicate that each 
measure defines a different set of households as poor and that the measures are related by the 
degree to which they capture a local or internalized understanding of poverty. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
“The world is very different now. For man holds in his mortal hands the power to abolish all 
forms of human poverty, and all forms of human life.”  
 
--John F. Kennedy  
 
Each year, the development community (governments, NGOs, policy makers, program 
managers, etc.) invests millions of dollars in poverty-reduction programs.  The community employs 
an array of economists, project managers, and consultants to design, implement, and evaluate their 
activities.  They churn out well-articulated policy papers, project design documents, and evaluation 
reports; and they tout the success of their project models by theorizing logic chains that can point 
to measurable positive outcomes.  Yet, despite all this activity, in many parts of the developing 
world, poverty continues to increase.  Over 1.1 billion people in developing countries have 
inadequate access to water, 2.6 billion people lack basic sanitation, and 790 million remain 
chronically undernourished (UNDP, 2006).  Moreover, a long-term study of global poverty trends 
found that economic growth and many other common indicators of well-being (e.g. life expectancy, 
infant and child mortality, education and literacy) have, over the past 20 years, experienced a 
decline in progress as compared with the previous two decades (Weisbrot, Baker, Kraev, & Chen, 
2001).   Given the large investment by the aid industry, such findings raise the question of why aid 
programs are not more successful. 
Today, one fertile area of research suggests that the overall failure of the development 
community (DC) to make a significant impact on the lives of those living in poverty is the result of a 
disconnect between development aid policy discourse, program operational practices, and the 
experiences of those living with deprivation. Indeed, a number of researchers have explored the 
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tension created between the partial and contingent nature of policy interactions, the need to 
operationalize practice to get things done, and the impact of policy discourses and program 
activities on the communities’ development programs are meant to serve (Ferguson, 1994; Li, 1999; 
Mosse, 2005). These authors focus on how development unfolds within uneven power structures, 
looking at how these relationships work to reveal and conceal often contradictory discourses and 
practices.   Lost in these discussions, however, is the critical role played by poverty 
conceptualization and measurement.  The popular discourse (including the techniques, tools, and 
processes) used by the development community (DC) to define what poverty is or who counts as 
poor, shapes our understanding of these terms.  These understandings, in turn, engender policy 
action and programming, which serve to sustain these original narratives.  Yet what if the tools used 
by the DC to conceptualize and measure poverty and thus “create” our understanding of 
deprivation do not reflect the local experience of poverty on the ground?    Moreover, what if the 
way measurement is described in policy discourse is substantially different from how it actually 
unfolds in practice?    
I argue that identifying and understanding these disconnects in the context of measurement can 
help explain why existing programs have such a marginal impact on the lives of those living in 
poverty. My contribution to this conversation includes a detailed focus on the process and the 
practice of measuring poverty.  I am interested in how the procedural act of collecting poverty data 
varies from the popular discourse on poverty measurement and conceptualization; and, in turn, 
how this discourse diverges from experiences on the ground.   My findings suggest that how 
poverty is measured matters from both a practical and a theoretical perspective.  Practically, the 
tools used to measure poverty are important because each measure identifies a different set of 
 3 
 
households as poor.  Since selection is tied to benefits, the choice of tools has a real material impact 
on households and communities within the program area.  Theoretically, how poverty gets 
measured is important because different measures include or exclude different households in 
systematic ways.  The gaps between these different patterns of selection emphasize different 
values among the various communities involved (e.g. the global development community, men, 
women, youth, etc.).   A more detailed look at the real and discursive gaps between how different 
actors consider poverty can both help improve programming and expand our understanding of how 
poverty is socially created.  Thus the purpose of this study is not to recommend one tool over 
another, but rather to underscore why the development community should be more reflective 
about the tools it uses to measure poverty and program success.      
The conceptual framework for my research begins with the assertion that poverty is a social 
construction.   Poverty, like other socially constructed ideas, is not an objectively knowable 
condition beyond the knowledge used to measure and define it.   Given that knowledge is socially 
contextualized, the way in which the DC defines what it means to be poor may be very different 
than how local people experience poverty on the ground.   However, since the DC decides who gets 
what aid, it is the DC that holds a great deal of the power in determining who is poor.  It is thus 
through the discourse of measurement that the development community creates the social 
construct we know as poverty.  In turn, the DC operationalizes and reinforces this understanding by 
using this definition for beneficiary targeting and program evaluation.  In doing so, the DC is able to 
maintain its power and bolster forms of existence that already support its vision of what it means to 
be poor.   
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The popular (or dominant) discourse on poverty is contradictory, and I argue that the contradiction 
is largely due to the challenges posed by measurement.  On one hand, the development community 
acknowledges poverty to be complex and multifaceted.   For instance, the overview of the World 
Bank’s World Development Report from 2000 begins as follows: 
Poor people live without fundamental freedoms of action and choice that 
the better-off take for granted.  They often lack adequate food and shelter, 
education and health, deprivations that keep them from leading the kind of 
life that everyone values. They also face extreme vulnerability to ill health, 
economic dislocation, and natural disasters. And they are often exposed to 
ill treatment by institutions of the state and society and are powerless to 
influence key decisions affecting their lives. These are all dimensions of 
poverty.  (World Bank, 2000) 
 
Evident in this description are many of the common threads of this popular discourse.   
Some authors focus on poverty’s material dimensions such as lack of nutrition, health, or 
education (Glewwe & Van Der Gaag, 1990; Ludi & Bird, 2007; Blackwood & Lynch, 1994). Others 
describe poverty as a lack of freedom to participate in society in a meaningful way (Alkire, 2005; 
Nussbaum, 2003; Sen A. , 1999).  Still others consider the issue in terms of the vulnerable 
struggling to achieve a minimum level of basic needs (Chambers R. , 2005; Moser, 1989; Ellis, 
2000) or in terms of power relations resulting in inequality and social exclusion (Du Toit, 2004; 
Townsend, 1979).   At various times, the DC presents poverty as subjective, moral, numeric, or 
comparative.   These conversations demonstrate the DC’s desire to acknowledge the 
multidimensionality of poverty.  On the other hand, however, policy discourse most frequently 
tends to reduce our understanding of poverty to a monetary figure.    For instance, arguably the 
most visible rhetoric on poverty is that of the United Nation’s Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs), which set global targets for poverty reduction.  The first of the eight MDGs is to ‘‘halve, 
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between 1990 and 2010, the proportion of people whose income is less than $1 a day” (UNDP, 
2011).  The identification of the poor through the use of a money-based threshold (or poverty 
line) such as $1 a day is standard for the aid industry.  Indeed, the poverty literature very often 
refers to poverty-line analysis as the “gold standard” in measurement (Henry, Sharma, Lapenu, 
& Zeller, 2000; Smith & Subandoro, 2007).   
I argue that the contradiction between the policy discourse that describes poverty as a 
multidimensional construct and that which reduces it to a level of income or expenditure is due 
to issues involving measurement.  To remain relevant and thus receive continued support and 
funding (a policy concern), organizations are in great need of program information and statistics 
that can be easily communicated to donors and policymakers who represent their lifeline of 
support.  The need to provide clear, demonstrable results forces organizations to simplify a 
complex idea such as poverty into understandable and measureable units such as money.  On 
the surface, money is easy for people to understand. It allows for comparisons across programs 
and regions, providing a guide on how to distribute limited funding.  However, in doing so, the 
DC loses the richness and texture that place-based understandings of poverty contribute to the 
discussion, limiting the ability of current programs to positively impact the lives of those living 
in poverty and potentially miss-specifying the problem. 
To investigate the various disconnects between poverty discourse and program practice created 
by measurement, I construct and compare four measures of poverty commonly used by 
development aid agencies to identify beneficiaries for program inclusion (what is called targeting) 
and to evaluate program success.  The first measure is, as discussed above, an expenditure-based 
poverty line that sets poverty at a monetary threshold. The second is an asset-based composite 
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index, which combines and weights various proxies of poverty (e.g., household construction, land 
and cattle ownership, or education levels) into a single measure.  The third is a community-based 
tool that has focus group members rank households into different poverty categories.  The final 
measure is a household-based subjective tool that directly asks respondents whether or not they 
consider their household poor.   
What makes my analysis unique is that I compare these four different measurement methods 
on the same set of households.  While there is a great deal of literature discussing the pros and cons 
of different poverty measurement tools (Blackwood & Lynch, 1994; Sahn & Stifel, 2001; Zeller M. , 
2004), there is a paucity of actual field-based evidence directly comparing different approaches.  
Moreover, in the past, authors comparing multiple methods have done so by looking at averages 
constructed from disparate data sets.  To my knowledge, this type of comparison, contrasting four 
different tools on the same population, has never been done.   
To locate my study in place and time, I focus my analysis on a single village in rural Kenya that 
currently receives aid from the UN World Food Program (WFP).  The community of Katulya sits in 
the Makueni district of the Eastern Province of Kenya, about two hours from Kenya’s capital, 
Nairobi.  Due to low levels of rainfall and poor soil quality, the Government of Kenya (GoK) classifies 
Makueni as a Marginal Agriculture Livelihood Zone.   The region is prone to drought and thus to 
high levels of food insecurity.  Indeed, the WFP has provided ongoing food aid to Katulya for many 
years.  At the time of my research, Katulya had recently emerged from a three-year extended 
drought, and the WFP was transitioning its program from direct food aid to food for work.   Due to 
its involvement with the WFP, the community provided an ideal setting to deconstruct the 
measurement process within the context of an ongoing development operation.   
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To explore the issues of measurement, policy and practice, I ask the following questions: 
 
1. How does the broader development community represent poverty?  
 Are certain discourses privileged over others?  
 If so, what are the policy implications of this selection? 
 How does measurement play a role in this discursive process?  
 
2. In what ways does the methodological practice of collecting poverty data diverge from 
the discourse on poverty conceptualization and measurement?   
 
3. In what ways do different poverty measurement tools reveal or conceal alternative 
definitions of poverty? 
 
 Is there a community understanding of what it means to be poor?  If so, to what 
extent and in what ways do the different measures capture this understanding? 
 
By deconstructing the methodological practice of assessing poverty, I am able to explore how 
measurement intrudes in both the policies and practices of development programs.  These 
intrusions create contradictions that occur at different junctures.  For instance, there exists a 
tension between policy discourse that on one hand emphasizes the multidimensionality of poverty, 
and on the other, reduces it to a simplified money-based metric.  There is also a contradiction 
between how the development community perceives the widely-used money-based measure as 
objective when it is revealed, in practice, to be wholly subjective.  While the DC discourse considers 
poverty line analysis as the “gold standard” in measurement to which all other measures should be 
compared, in fact, different tools simply uncover different understandings of poverty.  The various 
threads of these themes are woven throughout the next eight chapters.   
In Chapter Two I lay out the theoretical basis for my arguments.    I explore various poverty 
discourses applied in both policy and practice.  First, I build on the work of several authors who 
have critically examined the social construction of poverty (Li, 1999; Yapa, 2002), the disjuncture 
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between development program models and the material practices of deprivation (Li, 2005; 
Ferguson, 1994; Mosse, 2001), and the implications of these fissures for evaluating poverty 
program success (Mosse, 2005; Lewis & Mosse, 2006). To examine these issues, these authors 
retrospectively reflect on how a project unfolds by analyzing the discourses that influenced the 
actions and activities of program actors (e.g., beneficiaries, project managers, policy makers, etc.).   
My contribution is to narrow this discursive examination to the field of poverty measurement.  I 
show that there is a large disconnect between poverty described and measured as a policy concern 
and how it is defined and actioned for operational practice.   I then move on from theory to practice 
to explain how and why common conceptualizations of multidimensional poverty fall short when 
operationalized.  Finally, I link these ideas to specific measurement tools such as an expenditure-
based poverty line or a community-based wealth ranking and discuss the practical challenges faced 
by practitioners when attempting to measure a complex social issue such as poverty. 
In Chapter Three, I explain some of the historical antecedents of poverty in the Makueni region 
of Kenya, where my research took place.  By framing the social and economic challenges of the 
region, I demonstrate how colonialism, capitalism, and global development have shaped poverty in 
Kenya by altering land-tenure systems and social structures, weaving an indelible pattern of 
existence.  While my study is methodologically focused, here I underscore the role that culture, 
history, economics, and geography play in shaping a place-based poverty experience. 
In Chapters Four and Five, I describe my research methods.  In doing so, I show firsthand how 
the actual practice of poverty measurement is disconnected from the policy discourse on poverty 
conceptualization.  While in institutional and academic circles the development community might 
acknowledge poverty as complex, dynamic, and socially determined, the popular discourse is 
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dominated by simplified and stylized money-based definitions such as the MDG dollar-a-day 
poverty line.  What my methods demonstrate is that while presented as an easy-to-understand and 
objective methodology, that the money-based tool in fact involves complex calculations that are 
difficult to accurately measure.  Moreover, it is based on a series of subjective decisions that 
renders it less than reliable as a guide to understanding the experience of place-based poverty.    To 
demonstrate how these contradictions unfold, I describe my process of data collection and analysis, 
not just as a researcher explaining her methods but as a practitioner “practicing development.”  It is 
via this latter role that I hope to paint a picture of the fragility of the measurement process.   Of 
concern is that using this methodology, which policy discourse presents in one way as objective and 
accurate but program practice reveals in another way as subjective and inaccurate, might lead us to 
miss what poverty actually means in the community, and therefore provide ineffective and 
inefficient strategies. 
In Chapter Six, I make the case for mixed method design and for a more purposeful 
acknowledgement of the limitations of measurement tools in poverty evaluation.    To make this 
case, I first present, in the standard tabular format, the findings from my household survey dataset 
and then reflectively interpret the results.  Evaluators use the tabular representation of survey data 
to depict different dimensions of poverty through proxy indicators (e.g., household size, gender, 
education levels).  As a whole, the DC generally agrees that certain relationships exist between 
these measurable, material signs of deprivation.   We think of those living in poverty as having 
overall lower levels of education, nutrition, income, assets, and health.  Yet the exact nature of 
these relationships varies over space and time.  There invariably exist multiple causal pathways 
between changes in general poverty indicators and improvements in well-being.  The reason 
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quantitative tools are limited in their application is that they do little to address the why and how 
behind these multiple causal pathways, thus concealing important information on how poverty is 
experienced within the community.    
In Chapter Seven I compare and contrast the results of my different poverty measures.  I show 
how each methodology creates a different definition of poverty by identifying a different set of 
households as poor.   Moreover, I demonstrate that the measures are related to one another by the 
degree to which they capture a local or internalized understanding of poverty.   For example, the 
household-based subjective poverty tool, arguably the measure most reliant on inside (or 
internalized) information such as individual perceptions, is well correlated with the community-
based measure which also relies quite heavily on insider knowledge. Yet the household subjective 
measure is less well correlated with the composite index and inversely related to the poverty line, 
arguably the tool that relies least on insider information.    These differences are important because 
they reveal that the most popular measurement tool, the poverty line, is very disconnected from 
the community.   I argue that understanding this disjuncture can help explain why existing 
programming, based on a poverty line conceptualization of deprivation, frequently has such a 
marginal impact on those experiencing poverty.   
In Chapter Eight, I tie my arguments together by using a concrete example from the World 
Food Program (WFP).   In 2006, the WFP published an evaluation report on their Kenyan 
operations that included a special emphasis on beneficiary targeting.  In this chapter, I 
discursively deconstruct portions of this evaluation report to show how a development 
organization can use measurement for different and possibly conflicting purposes. My findings 
demonstrate that the WFP report used two different frameworks for conceptualizing poverty, a 
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community-based measure for targeting beneficiaries and a poverty line measure to evaluate 
program success.    The report found the community-based tool to be limited in its ability to 
“accurately” target beneficiaries.   However, as discussed in Chapter Seven, there is no reason 
to believe that the different tools will yield the same results.  Since the two measures originate 
from different underlying epistemologies they have qualitatively different ways of defining 
need and, as a consequence, no intrinsic connection to one another.  The different measures in 
fact serve cross purposes.  What matters to WFP from a policy standpoint (sustaining the 
program by raising funds) can best be served by using the discursively dominant quantitative 
measure because it is considered “valid” and “objective” by the donor community.  What 
matters to the WFP for practice (the ability to disseminate food aid to those that need it most) 
is best served by the more internal community measure because it helps bolster community 
satisfaction in beneficiary selection and food distribution.    Because measurement determines 
who receives what aid, the selection of tools to use has material consequences.  Therefore, the 
DC needs to think more carefully about the implications of using multiple definitions and 
measures of poverty.   
Finally, in Chapter Nine, I summarize my results by answering my research questions and 
suggesting some areas for future research.  I argue that to have a meaningful impact on people 
living in poverty, development aid measurement tools must better acknowledge and address 
the gap between how development agencies articulate poverty for program success and how 
poor people actually experience and understand the reality of poverty on the ground.   
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2 SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM, POVERTY DISCOURSE AND THE TENSION 
BETWEEN POLICY AND PRACTICE 
 
“Poverty is an objective condition that is experienced subjectively.” 
– A. Krishna 
 
“When I was young, poverty was so common that we didn't know it had a name.”  
– Lyndon B. Johnson  
 
 
2.1  INTRODUCTION 
 
Taking as a premise that poverty is socially constructed (Yapa, 1996; Li, 1999; Krishna, 
2005), in this chapter I lay out how different discursive constructions of poverty pose a 
challenge to the policy and practice of development.  I explain why in practice poverty is still 
treated in essentialist terms despite broad acknowledgment from the development community 
that it is a complex, multidimensional construct (World Bank, 1990; Jazairy, Alamgir, & 
Panuccio, 1992; Ludi & Bird, 2007). To do so, I build on the ideas of Mosse (2001, 2004, & 2005) 
and Lewis and Mosse (2006), who demonstrate how development discourse operates in 
contradictory ways.  On one hand, the policy dialogue broadens the concept of poverty to 
mobilize support from a wide-ranging set of actors (e.g. donors, policymakers, project 
managers and beneficiaries) who frequently hold conflicting agendas.  On the other, the 
discourse of definition and measurement simplifies the notion of poverty to help operationalize 
program ideas.  This contradiction creates disconnects between policy narratives and program 
practices which can often lead to ineffectual development.    
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Several authors have used what I call ethnographic project deconstruction to describe how 
various disjunctures between program policy and practice materially impact the experiences of 
those on the ground (Li, 1999; Ferguson, 1994; Mosse, 2005).  To do so, these authors 
retrospectively reflect on how a project unfolds by unpeeling the discourses that influenced the 
actions and activities of program actors.   In this paper, I take a slightly different angle by 
narrowing this discursive examination to the field of poverty measurement.  As part of the 
broader discourse on development, poverty measurement itself poses a challenge to policy and 
practice in that it represents an often unrecognized (or hidden) enactment of particular 
privileged discourses.   While the broader policy discourse on poverty may recognize it as a 
complex, multidimensional construct, the dominant discourse on poverty measurement is that 
of a very narrow, money-based metric called a poverty line.  Reducing the discussion on poverty 
to threshold of expenditure facilitates communication of the problem, but removes the social 
complexity from that problem and weakens potential intervention strategies.  Moreover, the 
discourse presents the poverty line as an objective measure when, in fact, the process of 
measurement reveals it to be highly subjective.   To explain how these two dynamic tensions 
operate (socially complex/simple and objective/subjective), in this chapter, I discuss the entire 
measurement endeavor --from problem definition to data collection and analysis to application 
in policy and practice.  My focus is on how the process of measurement advances particular 
understandings of poverty to the neglect of others.  
In the first section of this chapter I briefly explain social constructionism and the 
construction of poverty.  Next, I lay out the two primary discourses in development – the 
instrumental “problem-solving” paradigm and the critical “power-political” paradigm.   I then 
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review the ideas put forth by Mosse (2001, 2004, & 2005) and Lewis and Mosse (2006) which 
argue that neither of these positions effectively describe the inherent tension between 
development policy and practice.  It is here that I point out how poverty measurement provides 
another lens through which to see these ideas at work.  Following this discussion, I refocus my 
attention from theory to practice, explaining in detail how these contradictions unfold in 
poverty conceptualization and measurement.  In the first section on measurement, I describe 
some of the common ways policy discourse defines poverty.  Here I pay particular attention to 
why these conceptualizations fall short when applied to practice.  I then link the various poverty 
definitions to measurement tools, discussing more specifically the practical challenges faced by 
practitioners when attempting to measure a complex social issue such as poverty. 
2.2  SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM AND POVERTY 
Social constructionism has roots in many disciplines such as philosophy (Kuhn, 1970), 
anthropology (Geertz, 1973), social studies (Latour & Wooglar, 1979), feminist studies (Millett, 
1971), education (Vygotsky, 1978), linguistics (Derrida, 1978), and psychology (Gergen K. , 
1985).  As an analytic approach, it moves beyond the essentialist notion that there exists a 
single external reality that can be identified, described and measured.  Rather, it argues that 
concepts such as poverty are produced from socio-historical processes (Berger & Luckmann, 
1966).  To make sense of the material world, communities use a common discourse (language, 
texts, rules, science, etc), and it is through this shared discourse that communities collectively 
define what is considered real or true (Gergen & Gergen, 2003).  Yet across different scales 
(villages, regions, countries, etc.) and over different timeframes, people share different and 
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often evolving understandings of what is true, correct, or real.  As a consequence, there exist 
multiple truths, answers, and realities.  It is for this reason that the poverty experienced by a 
young urban slum dweller in Mumbai is likely very different than that lived by an elderly farmer 
in rural Kentucky.  Thus, social constructionism asserts that our knowledge of the world is 
conditioned by social relations and contexts and therefore how we identify and measure reality 
will always be partial, multiple and contingent. 
As a product of social processes, poverty conceptualization varies across time and space.  
Yet, concurrently, those discourses created to describe and delineate poverty in turn impact the 
social experience.  Thus, in a given place and a given time, the experiences of those living in 
poverty either reinforce old conceptualizations of poverty or forge new ones.  For instance, in 
his personal narrative Becoming a Development Category, Shrestha (1995) describes how the 
introduction of development aid to rural Nepal produced a type of poverty that previously did 
not exist (see Box 1).  The narrative poignantly describes how the meaning of poverty arose not 
from any given change in material condition but rather was “created” through the social 
process of cultural exchange and the power relations this exchange engendered.  
Box 1: Becoming a Development Category 
In his personal narrative Becoming a Development Category, Shrestha (1995) describes 
how the introduction of development aid to rural Nepal produced a type of poverty 
that previously did not exist. The Western trappings of aid programs altered the 
community’s value system.  Ways of life once highly respected were progressively 
devalued to be considered unsophisticated and backwards.  For example, the author 
explains the shift in importance from manual labor to education.  Before the 
introduction of aid, manual labor, as the mainstay of a household’s livelihood, was a 
family priority.  Children frequently missed school to work in the fields.  However, after 
the advent of aid, villagers developed an aversion to manual labor.  Locals wanted to 
emulate their educated Western guests who represented the ‘good life.’  Westerners 
hired cooks and maids and introduced many novel wonders such as modern equipment 
and miracle medicines.   As community social processes and values were reworked, 
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education became a new pathway to prosperity while manual labor became associated 
with the old, uncivilized way of life.  Thus, by creating wants and desires that previously 
did not exist, development simultaneously raised expectations and increased 
disappointment, giving poverty a ‘new face’ (Shrestha, 1995).  
 
Shrethra’s example raises another key tenet of social constructionism: that cultural 
constructs such as poverty are influenced not only by language, but through power 
relationships and resulting inequalities.  The links between discourse and power have been 
widely discussed in the literature on critical theory (Foucault, 1972; Derrida, 1978; Said, 1978). 
Of concern to this research, however, is how these relationships express themselves within the 
broader context of development policy and within the microcosm of a development project.     
2.3  POVERTY, POLICY AND DEVELOPMENT DISCOURSE 
In this section, building on the ideas of Mosse (2001, 2004, & 2005) and Lewis and Mosse 
(2006), I outline two primary paradigms used to frame development policy and practice.  I call 
these two paradigms the problem-solving discourse and the power-political discourse.  The 
problem-solving discourse represents the popular language of the development community 
(aid agencies, governments, NGOs, program managers, etc.). The power-political discourse is 
the less well known academic view of development that is very critical of the aid industry. After 
a detailed description of each framework, I present Mosse’s (2004, 2005) argument that neither 
of these development constructions can fully explain the relationship between policy and 
practice; that there exists an inherent contradiction between discourse and action.  It is from 
this platform that I extend Mosse’s ideas beyond ethnographic observation to the practice of 
measurement.   
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2.3.1  Development as Problem-Solving Discourse 
The problem-solving approach to aid discourse assumes that that development can bring 
about improvement through appropriate policy and action (Lewis & Mosse, 2006).    This 
essentialist or instrumental view focuses on identifying problems and creating solutions. 
Poverty is framed as a technical issue that can be fixed through rational planning and 
management (Ferguson, 1994; Li, 1999), and therefore development discourse centers on 
diagnosis and implementation.  This is the world of practitioners and policy makers.  They 
operationalize development, creating log frames and results chains that identify causal 
relationships between program inputs and expected outcomes.1  They try to quantify and 
measure poverty targets such as literacy rates or health status; and they believe, if correctly 
implemented, programs will lead to “development.”   
Even in the problem-solving discursive world, the goals of development are much more 
expansive than simply increasing incomes.  The development community has lively discussions 
on poverty as a form of social exclusion (Du Toit, 2004; Townsend, 1979), a lack of capabilities 
(Sen A. , 1999; Alkire, 2005; Nussbaum, 2003), or a circumstance of vulnerability (Chambers R. , 
1989; Ellis, 2000; Moser, 1989).  Most agree that the old adage which says “with capitalist 
                                                      
1
 The program or project logic model is a systematic and visual way to present an understanding of the 
relationships among the resources an organization has at its disposal, the activities the organization plans to do, 
and the changes or results the organization hopes to achieve (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001).  The logic model is 
based on a causal argument that assumes certain relationships between resources and activities and social 
outcomes.  The components of the logic chain help illustrate the connections between planned work and intended 
results.   The flow runs as follows: inputs ->activities->outputs->outcomes->impacts.  Inputs are the resources the 
program contributes to a project (e.g., money, time, etc.).  Activities are the processes, tools, and actions the 
program proposes to implement (e.g., hold workshops on HIV/AIDS awareness).   Outputs are the direct products 
of program activities (e.g., teens trained on HIV/AIDS awareness).  Outcomes are specific changes expected as a 
direct result of program activities (e.g., family planning clinics show an increase in teens using condoms).  Impacts 
are fundamental or longer-term changes that the program anticipated such as poverty reduction (e.g., reduced 
incidence of HIV/AIDS in program area). For more information see (Carroll & McKenna, 2001; W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 2001; Mohr, 1995). 
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expansion all boats will rise,” is no longer sufficient.  For development to occur, in addition to 
economic growth, the aid community talks about managing fiscal policy, building institutions, 
allowing for political pluralism and creating a diverse and integrated civil society (Mosse, 2005). 
Policy makers use and recycle various political discourses such as “bottom-up participation,” 
“social capital,” and “good governance.” These somewhat vague narratives help generate 
political support for programming because they allow various actors to appropriate the 
discourse to serve their particular cause. Yet, at the same time, the ambiguity poses a challenge 
to practitioners who must find ways to discretely untangle these ideas to make a development 
project implementable and measureable.   
The process of decoding social relationships into a diagnosis and a solution (i.e., 
constructing a means of measuring those relationships) creates a discursive trap into which 
development projects repeatedly fall.   The issue is that the more complex the social problem, 
the more difficult it becomes to make a coherent link between a policy prescription and a 
development outcome (Mosse, 2005). Or, in the case of my research, it becomes more difficult 
to measure what is being described or defined.  To make the connections, policymakers further 
simplify the problem (For examples see Box 2 and Box 3).   For poverty conceptualization and 
measurement, that often leads to reducing deprivation to a money-based measure such as a 
poverty line.  Yet in doing so the development community further distances the issue of poverty 
from the social complexities where the problem originated (Lewis & Mosse, 2006).  As a result, 
what actually gets addressed and measured has little connection to the social circumstance 
from which it emerged.  The contradiction is that while the operational connections might be 
weak, the policy narratives are powerful and thus serve to reinforce existing conceptualizations. 
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For example, in his article America’s Egypt: Discourse of the Development Industry, Tim 
Mitchell (1991) describes how the US Agency for International Development (USAID) used 
specific imagery to narrowly frame the problem of poverty.  This policy narrative led to a 
preordained package of solutions which could be technically managed.  However, ultimately 
these solutions had no grounding in social reality, and thus did little to help those the project 
was originally meant to serve (see Box 2).    
Box 2: America's Egypt: Discourse of the Development Industry 
In his article America’s Egypt: Discourse of the Development Industry, Tim Mitchell 
(1991) describes how the US Agency for International Development (USAID) used 
specific imagery to narrowly frame the problem of poverty.  By repeatedly returning to 
imagery of Egypt as an immense desert with minimal fertile land, the aid discourse 
framed poverty as a problem of population pressure.  In this paradigm, solutions 
focused on very practical and technically feasible activities such as improving resource 
management, leveraging technology to increase food supplies, and reducing population 
growth rates.   Yet through a detailed deconstruction of this narrative, Mitchell (1991) 
shows that the problems Egypt faced (and arguably still faces) had little to do with 
population pressure.  Rather, they are the result of a complicated set of evolving social 
and economic customs that transformed Egypt’s agricultural space.  How?  As part of 
the neoliberal movement, the international community encouraged the production of 
cash crops, including cattle, to raise incomes.  Not only is there a huge international 
market in beef, but as elites in Egypt slowly were able to afford such luxury, their 
consumption patterns changed to mimic that of the international marketplace.  As a 
consequence, Egypt’s agriculture system transitioned from producing grain for human 
consumption to producing grain for cattle consumption.  The result is that now Egypt 
must import grain to feed its people.  As Mitchell notes: 
 
“The image of a vast, over breeding population packed within a 
limited agricultural area is therefore quite misleading.  Egypt’s food 
problem is the result not of too many people occupying too little 
land, but of the power of certain part of the population, supported by 
the prevailing domestic and international regime, to shift the 
country’s resources from staple foods to more expensive items of 
consumption.” (Mitchell, 1991, p. 22)   
 
The disjunctures between policy discourse, social reality, and practice are clear. 
 
Mitchell’s (1991) article demonstrates how simplifying the social dynamics of poverty can 
lead to faulty programming.  One can see that simplification of the policy discourse allowed the 
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program to generate support while effectively obscuring many of the social dynamics that 
underpin the challenges of people living in poverty.    
In another example, Tanya Li (2005), in her article Beyond “the State” and Failed Schemes, 
describes how World Bank officials came to use the concept of “social capital” to represent and 
organize the village life of a community in Indonesia.  By simply rebranding local customs as 
“social capital,” project managers found a way to work complicated social issues into the 
development project work plan.  Framed in a way that allows for diagnosis and measurement 
(e.g., too little social capital or the wrong kind of social capital), the project could link a 
proposed intervention (improving social capital) with an anticipated outcome (poverty 
alleviation) (Li, 2005).  Yet, as Li (2005) points out, this re-articulation into a technical 
framework does little to explain how these processes operate on the ground and even less 
about how they might hinder or facilitate poverty alleviation.  Herein we see a disconnect 
between policy and planning and that of operation and measurement. 
As the above examples illustrate, the problem-solving community frames social issues in 
ways that can be easily defined and addressed.  As such, there remains a sustained optimism 
about the ability of rational planning to solve problems (Mosse, 2005). Yet, since this framing 
erases the complexity of the issue, the “solutions” often do little to materially impact the lives 
of people on the ground.   My research points out similar disjunctures between policy discourse 
and actual practice in the field of poverty measurement.  While policy discourse expands the 
meaning of poverty to support programming, in practice, measurement often reverts back to a 
narrow money-based definition.   
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2.3.2  Development as a Power-Political Discourse 
In stark contrast to the problem-solving approach, the power-political view sees 
development as a tool of control, social regulation and exploitation (Harvey, 2006; Davis, 1991). 
Here, development is an exercise in sustaining existing structures of power and privilege.  
Authors critical of development argue that the aid apparatus maintains uneven power 
relationships through discourses that serve to naturalize poverty, objectify the poor, and erase 
political and social difference (Ferguson, 1994; Mitchell, 1991; Escobar, 1998; Scott J. C., 1999; 
Davis, 1991). 
The focus of the power-political discourse is these uneven power relationships.  Yapa (1996; 
2002) describes how binaries such as non-poor/poor, developed/underdeveloped, and 
donor/beneficiary, which are often at the heart of measurement strategies, create distance and 
difference.    In each case, one part of the binary is privileged and represents what people 
aspire to achieve (e.g. developed) while the other is disadvantaged and signifies what people 
want to move away from (underdeveloped).   Poverty becomes an object that resides in certain 
spaces rather than a condition seen as the outcome of social processes (Yapa, 1996). While the 
problem/solution framework gives practitioners a way in which to formulate policy and execute 
solutions, the construction is highly problematic.   First, the act of labeling people as “poor” 
greatly oversimplifies the issue.   Classification erases the heterogeneity of concerns, 
circumstances and relationships that contribute to an individual’s deprivation (Yapa, 1996).  
Take, for example, India.  To understand current patterns of poverty, one cannot just 
implement a health education program.  Rather one must consider the economic legacy of 
colonialism (Davis, 1991; Mitchell, 1991) and also acknowledge the social exclusion that results 
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from the caste system. A second reason why the binary structure of popular development 
discourse is problematic deals with objectivity.  While the language of development positions 
itself as neutral and value-free, it is in fact both partial and contingent (Escobar, 1998; Yapa, 
2002; Mosse, 2005).  The technical or problem-solving discourse of development assumes that 
the institutions providing solutions are somehow outside the fray.  Development agencies are 
rarely questioned about their motivations and agendas.   Yet, the premise of social construction 
tells us that these organizations are an integral part of the system and they cannot be neutral 
(Foucault, 1972; Gergen & Gergen, 2003).  The power-political frame sees the problem-solving 
discourse as a way to isolate development interventions from the socio-historical relationships 
that shape them.  In doing so, the practice of development conceals the political agendas that 
reinforce rather than solve the problem of poverty.  Through my research, I demonstrate how 
poverty measurement provides an excellent example of this concealment.  The language of 
objective measurement, statistical analysis and program evaluation conceals the subjectivity 
behind the results, effectively supporting the aims and actions of development agencies at the 
potential detriment of people living in poor communities. 
In his article The Antipolitics Machine: Development and Bureaucratic Power in Lesotho, 
Ferguson (1994) provides a good example of how this political whitewash works.  The author 
describes how the World Bank completely mischaracterized the social and economic life in 
Lesotho so as to justify the implementation of its standard package of policy prescriptions.  In 
doing so, the Bank hides multiple contentious political issues that arguably have more to do 
with on-going poverty in the region (see Box 3). 
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Box 3: The Antipolitics Machine 
In his article The Antipolitics Machine: “Development and Bureaucratic Power in 
Lesotho, Ferguson (1994) describes how the World Bank completely mischaracterized 
the social and economic life in Lesotho so as to justify the implementation of its 
standard package of policy prescriptions.  A World Bank report describes Lesotho as a 
predominantly isolated agricultural community.  However Ferguson (1994) discusses 
how, in fact, Lesotho has a long history of economic interaction with the outside world.  
Moreover, nearly 70 percent of household income in Lesotho is derived not from 
agriculture but from wage labor working in gold mines in neighboring South Africa.  The 
author suggests that presenting the country as isolated and agricultural allowed the 
World Bank to validate its package of technical development activities such as road 
construction, agriculture extension, and market development.  Ferguson convincingly 
argues that the reasons for sustained poverty have more to do with contentious 
political issues such as political and economic subjugation by South Africa, corrupt 
bureaucratic elites, and structural unemployment than with any perceived notion of 
underdevelopment.  By constructing a certain representation of Lesotho and defining 
poverty using that representation, the World Bank could justify ‘development’ along 
their terms.  Yet, having little to do with reality, it is no wonder that the poverty 
program failed to bring about any tangible change. 
 
The power-political framework provides an often scathing critique to the dominant 
problem-solving discourse.  This paradigm argues that by overly simplifying, the problem-
solving discourse separates development projects from their historical and situated context.  In 
doing so, the development project hides the legacy of colonialism and perpetuates economic 
imperialism while ignoring current patterns of economic and political power.   Indeed, the 
power-political discourse argues that the way we have constructed the problem of poverty is 
intrinsically to blame for the failure of development.   
2.3.3  Development as a Discursive Contradiction between Policy and Practice  
In this section, I present Mosse’s (2005) argument that neither the power-political nor the 
problem-solving paradigm fully explains how development unfolds in practice.  Moreover, I 
extend Mosse’s ideas to the realm of poverty measurement. 
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In his book Cultivating Development: An Ethnography of Aid Policy and Practice, David 
Mosse argues that neither the problem-solving nor the power-political discourses on 
development fully explains what really happens in practice.  As discussed above, Mosse (2005) 
argues that the problem-solving approach is naïve in the way it simplifies problems.  To a large 
extent it only pays surface attention to place-based social complexity and it completely ignores 
the institutional politics of development.  Moreover, the simplified social context of a program 
logic chain that allows one to link ailment to prescription ensures that there will be an ongoing 
disconnect between how policy articulates issues and how practitioners and beneficiaries 
experience them on the ground (Mosse, 2005). The effect is that policy prescriptions are 
discursively reinforced but rarely understood in terms of material impacts.   
Conversely, the power-political view of the world is a “blind alley” that offers no solutions.  
Critical theorists are swept up in the dynamics of power, losing sight that the actors in 
development have agency (Mosse 2005).  Mosse somewhat tongue and cheek argues that 
under the power-political argument “. . . the relentless Foucauldian micro-physics of power 
occurs beyond the intelligence of the actors; although not, it seems, that of the decoding 
anthropologist” (Mosse, 2005, p. 5).  In any event, this framing leaves little room for 
practitioners to be intellectually reflexive and able to learn from their mistakes.  Not only is this 
critical theory inherently backward looking, it deconstructs ideas to the point of nihilistic 
extinction where, short of an overthrow of the capitalist system, there is little anyone can do to 
address the needs of people living in poverty.   
Mosse (2005) shows how the process is more complicated than either of these viewpoints.  
He argues that the primary goal of development policy is not to organize or structure its 
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practices but rather to legitimize its own existence.  As such, what makes for good policy does 
not necessarily make for good practice (Lewis & Mosse, 2006; Mosse, 2005).  Taking the reader 
through his experience working as a development consultant on a British aid project in India, 
the author details many intricate and often contradictory processes that occur between the 
spaces of policy discourse and practice.  He argues that the success or failure of an aid project 
does not happen by achieving specific policy objectives but rather is dependent on sustaining a 
particular representation of events.  For instance, the author demonstrates how the 
development community uses policy metaphors such as “good governance” or “indigenous 
knowledge” to secure support from a diverse and often incompatible set of interests (Mosse, 
2005). The “interpretive communities” of a project chain --from local beneficiaries to field staff 
to donors -- find ways to utilize project narratives to get what they want.  On one hand, project 
discourse is “upward facing” catering to donors and those holding the purse strings.  Program 
managers produce highly stylized techno-documents and evaluation reports that legitimize the 
project to donors and help mobilize funding.  On the other, this same discourse serves to enlist 
support from below.  Mosse (2005) describes an example where farmers participating in a 
project on soil erosion publicly express concern over the environment (the meta-narrative of 
the project) while privately revealing that their participation is driven by promised wage labor.   
Many authors have articulated the existence of these hidden agendas operating at different 
scales (Li, 2005; Scott J. C., 1999; Ahmand, 2002). Yet, rather than being seen as a wholly 
negative force, Mosse (2005) points out that it is these very contradictions between action and 
representation that allow projects to link opposing agendas and thus ensure continued success 
(or at least continued funding success).   
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These contradictions between policy and practice provide insight into how policy discourse 
is on one hand powerful and self-reinforcing and on the other vague and concealing (Mosse, 
2005).  Yet this very process ensures that project outcomes take shape in ways we do not fully 
understand. For instance, a project whose policy vision obscures actual development activity 
might still yield positive socio-economic benefits for beneficiaries (Lewis & Mosse, 2006).  From 
my experience working on development projects, in practice, regardless of how a project is 
represented by the technical discourse, beneficiaries often can describe ways in which the 
project has materially improved their well-being.   Take for instance a project whose results 
chain predicts that program inputs will increase average household income.  If income remains 
the same, by some measures the project will be seen as a failure.  Yet, is it really a failure if 
households report satisfaction with the project and better overall food security?  
Mosse (2005) argues that the problem is not that there is a gap between policy and practice 
but that preservation of the policy model happens within unequal power relationships that 
favor the donor.  Most development organizations are discursively tied to a managerial view of 
policy which invariably makes them blind to the social and political life their projects engender 
and reinforce (Mosse, 2005).   So the project projection (and, as I will demonstrate, the 
measurement strategies) will always reflect external policy agendas rather than social reality.  
While we might not be able to fix this issue, Mosse argues the need for more project 
ethnography to allow for critical reflexivity of the policy process.  In effect, project discourse 
must be “interpreted backwards” to reveal the social relations that produced it (Mosse, 2005, 
p. 15).  It is through an understanding of this interpretation that Mosse (2005) argues that we 
can create programs more meaningful to those on the receiving end of benefits. 
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While Mosse (2004, 2005) and others call for more critical reflexivity in the development 
policy process, I go further to argue that the development community needs to look more 
closely at poverty conceptualization and measurement.   My research demonstrates that the 
ways in which poverty is defined and measured strongly influence development policy and 
program practice. 
2.4  POVERTY DEFINITION AND MEASUREMENT IN PRACTICE 
In this section, I look more closely at the process of poverty measurement from program 
definition (or conceptualization) to the practical application of available tools.  First, I describe 
several different theoretical frameworks used by the development community to conceptualize 
poverty.  For each, I pay particular attention to how, in the process of measurement, these 
conceptualizations often fall far short of expectation.  Next, I detail how these different 
frameworks relate to the measurement methodologies used in practice to identify poor 
households for program inclusion.  Finally, I address many of the practical challenges faced by 
practitioners when attempting to measure complex social issues such as poverty using the 
available tools.  Throughout this discussion, I point to various disjunctures that occur between 
the spaces of policy discourse and practice.   In doing this, I begin to lay a foundation of how the 
methods used to measure poverty actually serve to favor certain understandings of poverty 
while neglecting others. 
2.4.1  Frameworks for Poverty Definition 
Within the problem-solving development community there is an ongoing and lively debate 
on how to best define and measure poverty (Glewwe & Van Der Gaag, 1990; Ludi & Bird, 2007; 
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Saunders, 2004; Sen A. , 1999; Ringen S. , 1988; Ravillion, 1994; Zeller, Sharma, Henry, & 
Lapenu, 2006; Reddy & Pogge, 2008). While there is no widespread agreement on the definition 
of poverty, there are several common frameworks for considering the issues.  Below, I describe 
these frameworks. 
2.4.1.1  Money-Based Poverty 
The traditional framework for identifying the poor addresses material poverty by using a 
money-based metric.  Poverty in this case is seen as a shortfall in income or expenditures from 
an agreed-upon threshold (Deaton & Zaidi, 1999; Ravillion, 1998).  Those households falling 
below this amount are considered poor.  The threshold delineating poor from non-poor is 
referred to as the poverty line.  The concept of a poverty line was pioneered in the early 1900’s 
by the British sociologist Benjamin Seebohm Rowntree.  Rowntree defined the poverty line as 
the money needed to purchase the “minimum necessities of physical efficiency”’ (Ringen S. , 
1985).   His idea, which is still widely used today, involved estimating how much money was 
needed for a subsistence level of existence.  Rowntree included in the calculation the purchase 
of basic needs items such as food, clothing, shelter, and fuel.  Those households without the 
means to purchase the limited amount of goods required for survival were considered poor. 
Today, poverty line discourse is the mainstay of development economics.  In fact, policy 
makers and practitioners consider it the “gold standard” in measurement (Smith & Subandoro, 
2007; Henry, Sharma, Lapenu, & Zeller, 2000).  The websites for development agencies almost 
universally report on poverty line statistics.  For instance, the webpage for Kenya on the World 
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Bank, USAID, and DFID sites all list poverty line figures.2   Moreover, nearly all evaluation 
reports begin with what is called an “overview of the situation” in the country of focus, which 
invariably includes a poverty line citation.    These measures are useful in that they provide a 
tangible way of quantifying the poor in a manner that is easily understood and can be applied 
across multiple scales.   To say “46.6 percent of the population lives below the poverty line” 
provides the audience with an accessible way to visualize the breadth of the issue.  This 
comparability is one reason that practitioners persist in framing poverty in such terms.  
The most visible poverty line today is that of the United Nation’s Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) project which defines poverty as less than a dollar a day.  In 1990, World Bank 
researchers derived the original “dollar-a-day” estimate by taking the national poverty lines 
used by various low-income countries to track domestic poverty and converting them to a 
common currency such as dollars using purchasing power parity (PPP) exchange rates (Ravillion, 
Poverty Comparisons, 1994).3   The World Bank found that for the poorest of countries the 
dollar equivalent lines spanned from $275 to $370 a year.  Since the upper-end was so close to 
one dollar a day ($370/365 days) it became known as the dollar a day line (Sillers, 2006).   
The creation of an international poverty line coincided with the rise of the United Nation’s 
MDG project to form a unifying discourse of development.  The MDGs are a set of eight goals 
that UN member countries and development agencies are working towards to meet the needs 
                                                      
2
See http://kenya.usaid.gov/kenya-glance, 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/AFRICAEXT/KENYAEXTN/0,,menuPK:356516~pagePK:14
1159~piPK:141110~theSitePK:356509,00.html, http://www.dfid.gov.uk/Where-we-work/Africa-Eastern--
Southern/Kenya1/Key-facts1/  - last accessed on 15 Dec. 2010 
3
 The complexity and issues surrounding the calculation of PPP are beyond the scope of this paper.  For a thorough 
review of the issue, see (Alatas, Friedman, & Deaton, 2004). 
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of the world’s poorest communities (UN, 2010).  These goals include targets such as halving 
extreme poverty, providing universal education, and improving maternal health.  To measure 
progress, the UN requires a set of indicators that can be universally applied.  An international 
poverty line meets this objective by allowing comparison across countries and regions.  For the 
global aid community, the measure is easy to understand.  The “$1/day” line is a simple, round 
number denominated in a global currency.4  These features allow people to easily visualize and 
calculate conversions, making it an ideal tool for policy makers and practitioners.  It is for these 
reasons that the $1/day line persists in mainstream development discourse despite many 
recognized failings.   These failings are discussed below. 
2.4.1.1.1  Challenges to application of a poverty line 
One reason practitioners place a high value on a money-based measurement methodology 
is that it is assumed to be “objective.”  This notion of objectivity is largely due to the procedural 
nature of the poverty line calculation.  The measurement is complicated, quantitative and 
statistical, making it feel valid or authoritative.  Yet, in fact, a poverty line is a perfect example 
of a social construct (Sillers, 2006).   Indeed, the definition of what constitutes minimum basic 
needs is socially determined.  The poverty line of any given country is positioned at a level that 
reflects the living conditions within that country’s borders.    As living conditions rise, the 
                                                      
4
 Over the years, adjustments to the calculation of the PPP exchange rate have resulted in the baseline moving 
from $1-a-day to $1.08-a-day and, most recently, $1.25-a-day.  These changes are summarized as follows: First, the 
original set of PPP price comparisons was expanded several times to include more goods and services (Sillers, 
2006).  Expanding the basket of goods helps calibrate the measure, making it more accurate.  Second, in 1993, the 
PPP calculation changed from measuring the purchasing power of an international dollar to a country’s overall 
GDP, to measuring only the purchasing power of a dollar of a country’s consumption expenditures (Sillers, 2006).    
Limiting the PPP measure to consumption more accurately reflects expenditure patterns of poor people, which is 
what the poverty line is trying to measure.  I discuss many of these issues in Chapter Seven.  
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standard of living considered “unacceptable” tends to rise as well.  For instance, many lower-
income countries consider diets consisting of cheap starchy foods and limited consumption of 
vegetables and meat as adequate since this diet is what everyone’s neighbors are consuming.  
Yet, as more and more citizens begin consuming different types of foods, food diversity must be 
incorporated into the calculation of minimum needs (Sillers, 2006).  The result is that, with 
economic growth, countries tend to revise their poverty line upwards (Haughton & Khandker, 
2009).  For this reason the poverty line in a developed country such as the United States is 
much higher than that of a developing country such as Kenya.  
Another challenge in the use of a money-based poverty line is making accurate comparisons 
year over year.  To be effective, the real value of the line should remain fixed.   Yet, over time, 
governments are faced with two issues: changing prices and changing patterns of consumption 
(Reddy & Pogge, 2008).  With regards to the former, since conducting detailed household 
surveys (the tool used to collect expenditure data used to calculate the line) every year is cost 
prohibitive, to account for changing prices governments adjust poverty lines using a price 
deflator such as the Consumer Price Index (CPI).  The issue is that the CPI reflects changes in the 
overall national price level (e.g. not just the price of haircuts but that of computers and hotel 
rooms).  To the extent that the bundle of goods and services purchased by poor people varies 
from that of the larger population, the real value of the poverty line may drift (Sillers, 2006; 
Ravillion, 1998).  Where income inequality is high (as is common in developing countries), the 
inflation adjusted poverty lines can dramatically under-estimate real poverty.5   The second 
                                                      
5
 The pattern of consumption between rich and poor is very different.  Because the poor tend to spend less than 
the non-poor, their pattern of spending may not be adequately reflected in the national consumption basket.  The 
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issue is changing patterns of consumption.  As discussed above, when national incomes rise 
overall, people change what they consume.   Thus, the consumption basket of a “poor” family 
will change over time.  The only way to account for these changes is to recalculate the line from 
scratch.  Yet, in doing so, one loses a primary goal of a poverty line, which is to measure 
changes year over year (Deaton & Zaidi, 1999).   Once the consumption bundle has been 
reconfigured, it is difficult to compare to measures from previous years.  
In addition to the failure to take into account cost of living differentials across regions and 
changing consumption baskets, there are other methodological reasons why money-based 
measures of poverty are inadequate.  First, these measures only value resources that are 
delivered via the market, effectively excluding government or social assistance (Ringen S. , 
1985; Laderchi, Saith, & Stewart, 2003; Kanbur & Squire, 2000; Blackwood & Lynch, 1994). 
Public works such as schools, health clinics, and access roads are not included in the welfare 
calculation despite evidence that they are important factors in the determination of program 
impact. Second, constructing consumption aggregates requires detailed information about 
prices, interest rates and rates of depreciation, all of which may be absent in markets lacking 
financial sophistication (Sahn & Stifel, 2001).   
From a more philosophical point of view there is a real question of what it means to 
discriminate the poor from the non-poor via a poverty line (Laderchi, Saith, & Stewart, 2003).  
Does stepping over this arbitrary line have any meaningful impact on the actual experiences of 
                                                                                                                                                                           
result is that changes in prices of goods and services that have little to do with the poor may create large changes 
in the PPP, changing the poverty line (Sillers, 2006).  
 
 33 
 
poor people?  As Johansen et al. (2007) point out, poverty is not a “discrete condition” where 
given afflictions change when crossing over some artificially determined boundary.  In this 
sense, a poverty line has little material meaning to those experiencing poverty on the ground.  
Yet, moving the line up or down a notch (e.g. from US$1 to US$2) may have tremendous 
implications for groups of people in terms of program benefits.  So while there is no theoretical 
explanation that can identify a meaningful break along a poverty continuum, in practice policy 
makers must artificially make this break to identify beneficiaries.  This reality makes the 
practical translation of theory problematic.   It also moves the conversation into an ethical 
realm, raising the question of who should decide the distribution of benefits. 
Herein we see a contradiction at work. The problem-solving development community can 
readily acknowledge that money-based poverty measures encourage conceptualizations of the 
poor as a single homogenous group.  Yet, while arguably simplifying the issue, they provide 
policy makers with an easy way to discuss solutions.  As such, money-based measures are 
continually recycled in popular development discourse.  Unfortunately, because of 
simplification, important differences in social behavior between and within communities are 
lost, and the policy solutions invariably are rendered less effective than promised.   In the next 
sections I describe three other, somewhat broader ways that the problem-solving development 
community often conceptualizes poverty. 
2.4.1.2  Capabilities Approach 
The Capabilities Approach (CA) is another framework used to conceptualize poverty.  CA 
emphasizes the multidimensional nature of well-being and the importance of the freedom of 
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choice.  In this framework, a lack of money is just one of many possible dimensions of poverty. 
In addition to income, poverty is associated with deficiencies in health, nutrition, and education 
outcomes along with issues of low self-esteem and restrictive social relationships (Coudouel, 
Hentschel, & Wodon, 2002). Pioneered by economist Amartya Sen in the 1980’s, CA addresses 
an individual’s functional capabilities or what Sen calls “substantive freedoms” (Sen A. , 1999). 
These freedoms are defined in terms of human agency.  For example, an individual may choose 
to or choose not to participate in political activity. Yet if one decides to participate but is unable 
to do so for any number of reasons, the person can be considered deprived of her freedom (Sen 
A. , 1999).   Unlike the poverty line definition, which is grounded in utility-based 
microeconomics (Ravillion, 1998), the capabilities approach looks at the value people place on 
living a type of lifestyle and then addresses the constraints they face to achieving that lifestyle 
(Sen A. , 1999).   
Barriers that prevent one from choosing a particular way to live may arise from political, 
economic or social forces (Nussbaum, 2003).  For example, a person who is ill with HIV/AIDS 
might lack access to health care because she cannot afford the cost of the medications, or 
perhaps because the clinic is too far away, or because a social stigma prevents her from seeking 
help.  Development or poverty reduction is therefore about expanding peoples’ options in 
making decisions about their livelihoods (Sen A. , 1999).  Under the CA, the key to unlocking 
poverty is to understand the circumstances by which individuals are not able to achieve their 
desired capabilities.  The CA model emphasizes the social context; and it helps explain how 
project outcomes may differ even when the same level of program inputs is applied 
(Johannsen, Zeller, & Klasen, 2007).  In this sense, the Capabilities Approach is trying to 
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acknowledge and address the social reasons why poverty expresses itself differently across 
space and time. 
Like many instrumental development discourses, the ideas underpinning the Capabilities 
Approach are relatively abstract.  The vagueness of the CA rhetoric is good for policy in that it 
allows different groups to subscribe to its ideas, appropriating them for their own.  Yet, at the 
same time, the imprecision makes the CA difficult to operationalize (Johannsen, Zeller, & 
Klasen, 2007).   Since capabilities represent a set of potential outcomes, a key challenge for the 
CA model is how to measure what people could do, as opposed to what they actually do.  
Again, we see the gap between the policy discourse and the practice of measurement.  To 
bridge the theoretical gap, in practice capabilities are often equated with the achievement of a 
set of basics needs (Laderchi, Saith, & Stewart, 2003).  By doing so, practitioners can use 
common indicators such as life expectancy, nutrition, and literacy to measure capabilities 
achievement.  However, with this simplification, users of the CA once again fall into a discursive 
trap as the social context becomes removed from practice (or from the practice of 
measurement).  
The development community has fully embraced the Capabilities Approach in discourse on 
poverty and well-being.  The CA inspired the creation of the UN’s Human Development Index 
(HDI)6 which attempts to capture a more expansive set of human welfare indicators.   Yet, the 
question remains whether or not such indicators truly measure the notion of a functional 
capability.   Moreover, it is difficult to see how such pragmatic conversions can possibly capture 
                                                      
6
 See http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/hdi/ 
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the complexity of constructs such as the value of human agency or the impact of social 
inequality.  Despite these failings, the CA and its acknowledgement of the multidimensionality 
of poverty is generally considered a positive development in opening up policy options for 
addressing deprivation (Kanbur & Squire, 2000).  
2.4.1.3  Vulnerability Framework 
A Vulnerability Framework (VF) extends our understanding of poverty by recognizing the 
complex, interdependent nature of deprivation.  Vulnerability looks at how livelihood prospects 
change over time.  It addresses the probability of being poor today and the risk of falling into 
poverty at some point in the future (Coudouel, Hentschel, & Wodon, 2002).  VF is related to the 
Capabilities Approach in that it focuses on the circumstances of people living in poverty.  
Households currently “getting by” can descend into poverty through any number of exogenous 
shocks such as drought, war, death of a wage earner, or political or economic instability.  These 
types of shocks are not only more prevalent in developing nations (due to underdeveloped 
financial, political and physical infrastructure), but they tend to have a greater impact on those 
at the lower rungs of society (Osmani, 2003).  Such shocks disproportionately impact the poor 
because households identified as vulnerable are more likely to have low levels of human 
capital, limited productive and financial assets, inadequate support networks, and limited or no 
access to credit (Chaudhuri, 2003).   To address vulnerability, policy prescriptions must not only 
focus on the needs of the existing poor, but on the risks of households described as insecure or 
vulnerable.   
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There are many reasons to broaden the definition of poverty to include vulnerability 
measures.  First, the act of recognizing vulnerability makes poverty programs forward-looking, 
causing them to address not just poverty alleviation but poverty prevention (Chaudhuri, 2003).  
Second, the vulnerable often engage in risk-mitigating strategies which can lock households in a 
cycle of poverty (Chaudhuri, 2003; Barrett C. , 1998; Morduch, 1994).  For instance, a 
household, in fear of drought, may decide to plant sorghum instead of maize.  While sorghum is 
a more drought-resistance crop, in the market it does not command the same high price as 
maize.   Thus, while protecting against a possible future shock (crop failure), the household will 
earn less money, making it difficult to escape its current circumstances.  Another reason to 
consider the dynamics of vulnerability involves simple psychological well-being.  Exposure to a 
high degree of risk and uncertainty about the future can adversely impact current wellbeing in 
that fears about tomorrow preoccupy the thoughts of today (Chaudhuri, 2003).   
The notion of vulnerability is well embedded into the policy discourse of poverty and 
development, in particular in the disaster literature (Blaikie, Davis, & Wisner, 1994; Maskrey, 
1989) and in the literature on of food security (Sen A. , 1981; Scaramozzino, 2006; Dilley & 
Boudreau, 2001). Yet, despite offering a more comprehensive way to consider poverty, the 
Vulnerability Framework suffers multiple drawbacks. Here again we see the pattern of 
complexity reduction Mosse (2005) describes.  While the policy discourse on vulnerability 
speaks to the social complexity of poverty, in practice (measurement) it gets reduced to 
quantifiable statistics.   This occurs because, in order to measure vulnerability, one still needs to 
come up with an indicator of well-being.  In practice, that indicator often reduces back down to 
a poverty line.   In such cases, any vulnerability measure necessarily involves the same inherent 
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limitations as a money-based definition.   If practitioners choose not to use a poverty line, they 
must find a different set of indicators. In this case the VF is challenged by issues of 
implementation similar to that of the CA.  To identify the vulnerable, one must evaluate the set 
of options available to households (e.g. assets, income-making activities, public service 
provision, and availability of market and non-market institutions), determine household 
exposure to risk, and assesses the ability of these households to handle that risk (Dercon, 
2001). Efforts by practitioners to match measurable indicators to this set of issues have proven 
to be a challenge.   
2.4.1.4  Social Exclusion Framework 
Like the CA and the VF approaches, the Social Exclusion Framework (SEF) allows for a more 
expansive view of deprivation.  SEF examines the processes by which people are excluded from 
participating in society and attempts to answer the question of who is excluded, from what, 
and by whom (Saunders, 2004).  The popular discourse on social exclusion perhaps comes 
closest to acknowledging the more critical views on the construction of poverty.  Because it 
directly addresses inequalities, SEF arguments make the conceptual connections between 
poverty, power, and agency (Du Toit, 2004).  Originating in France in the 1970’s, the term social 
exclusion rapidly entered the policy discourse of Western Europe (Bradshaw, et al., 1998).  In 
his seminal work Poverty in the UK, Peter Townsend observed that poor people have 
inadequate resources which, in turn, exclude them from participating in ordinary living 
patterns, customs, and activities (Townsend, 1979).  As thus conceived, social exclusion 
identified individuals who lived outside the traditional social safety net and on the fringes of 
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society (e.g. the disabled, the mentally ill, and drug addicts).   This term was later adopted by 
the development community as a way to organize broader meta-narratives about poverty and 
the Third World (Du Toit, 2004).  While lack of income certainly represents a prominent form of 
exclusion, poverty under this definition need not be confined to the material realm.  People 
may be excluded for a variety of different reasons such as religious beliefs, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, physical or mental disabilities, political opinions or geographical constraints (Lister, 
1990; Golding, 1986).  While incorporating features of CA and VF, what makes this framework 
unique is that it is truly socially defined.  Social exclusion is a relative perspective in that it can 
only be evaluated by comparing the circumstances of certain individuals (or communities or 
groups) to that of others (Bradshaw, et al., 1998).   
Like the other poverty frameworks, SEF also suffers from a disconnect between policy and 
practice.  To measure SEF one must provide a definition of “adequate participation” and this 
requires judgment from those within and outside of the society in question (Bradshaw et al., 
1998).   Once again, in attempting to measure the concept, practitioners are forced to simplify 
the idea.  As a result, SEF in practice focuses more on the material characteristics and 
conditions of the excluded than on the institutions and structures responsible for the exclusion 
(Saunders, 2004).    
2.4.2  Tension with Critical Discourses 
As the previous section demonstrates, all of the more expansive ways to conceptualize 
poverty (CA, VF, and SEF) suffer from conceptualization and measurement challenges.  
Moreover, even if practitioners could find and agree on a set of indicators that adequately 
 40 
 
represent these ideas, another challenge remains.   The indicators must be combined to arrive 
at a measure of CA, VF, or SEF; and it is exceptionally difficult to prioritize or aggregate the 
different social and political dimensions in logical and coherent ways (Bhalla & Lapeyre, 2002).  
This challenge speaks to the arguments of the power-political critical theorists; for invariably it 
the people doing the measuring (development institutions) who hold the power to make the 
decisions on what dimension is more or less important than another.  Thus, as Mosse (2005) 
suggests, any project projection (in this case, measurement) will reflect an external policy 
agenda rather than an internal community focus.  As a consequence, poverty measurement 
creates a sustained disjuncture that may disconnect policy discourse from the material reality 
of people living in poverty. 
The tension between discourses of those critical to development and those that practice 
development can be polarizing.  Many academics studying critical strands of the development 
literature argue that institutions such as the World Bank ignore the social complexity of issues 
around poverty definition and measurement (Reddy & Pogge, 2008; Dove, 2011).   In contrast, I 
found that many of the research papers and training guidelines published by these 
international institutions, in fact, do acknowledge these complications.   For instance, the 
Handbook on Poverty and Inequality (2009) published by the World Bank (WB) is a 
practitioner’s guide to working with poverty lines.  The book provides explanations, tools, and 
training materials for researchers and policy analysts who are interested in measuring, 
monitoring and evaluating the incidence of poverty in a given place.   In the WB manual, after a 
long discussion of the issues surrounding the use of international poverty lines to describe 
global poverty, the authors state, “the real message here is that measures of world poverty are 
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not yet robust enough to be used to make strong statements about progress in reducing 
poverty” (Haughton & Khandker, 2009, p. 199).  Yet the United Nations Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) website, arguably one of the most visible faces of issues relating to 
global poverty, continues to promote just such a measure.  The first MDG target is to “halve, 
between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income is less than $1 a day” (UN, 
2010).   
Like other issues of policy and practice, the complexity of poverty measurement gets lost or 
smoothed when producing a sound byte message for a mainstream audience.   This effect is 
another example of a fracture between academic or theoretical discussions on poverty and 
how poverty alleviation is considered in the practical world.  The development community can 
acknowledge that there are good reasons to simplify poverty measurement, such as to make 
the concept understandable, to bring it to the forefront of peoples’ consciousness, or to make 
comparisons across space and time.  Yet the challenge is how to acknowledge this complexity 
and not reduce measures to such levels of simplification that they no longer hold social 
meaning.   
2.4.3  Linking Measurement Tools to Poverty Frameworks 
To further ground the theoretical discussion on poverty conceptualization with practice, in 
Figure 1, I link the different approaches to the various methods and tools used by the 
development community to measure poverty.  There are three primary ways to categorize 
poverty measurement methodologies: poverty lines, composite indices, and participatory 
evaluations (Zeller, Sharma, Henry, & Lapenu, 2006).  A fourth measure, less well articulated in 
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the literature, is a self-reflective tool that asks respondents to indicate their poverty status.  I 
use all four in my measurement comparison. 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Poverty Frameworks 
As previously discussed, a money-based poverty framework measures poverty via a poverty 
line.   Practitioners use detailed household surveys to collect daily, weekly, or monthly data on 
expenditures, comparing these to an established poverty line threshold (e.g. $1/day).  The most 
well known example of this type of tool is the World Bank’s Living Standard Measurement 
Survey (LSMS) which is used in national surveys to collect household data for statistical analysis 
(Zeller M. , 2004). Multilateral and bilateral development assistance programs use variations of 
this survey design for program-specific poverty assessment.   
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To measure poverty via a Capabilities, Vulnerability, or Social Exclusion framework, 
practitioners frequently choose either a more quantitative composite index or a more 
qualitative participatory measurement tool.   Composite indices aggregate multiple indicators 
of poverty (e.g. health, education, assets) into a single index.  While the household survey 
remains the primary mode of data collection, a composite index is considered more rapid and 
flexible that a poverty line measure since the indicators generally are gathered using a one-
page questionnaire.   Some indices such as CGAP’s poverty assessment tool or various 
demographic and health surveys (DHS) use statistically derived weights determined via 
multivariate regression or principal component analysis (for an in-depth discussion of these 
methods see (Vyas & Kumaranayake, 2006).  Other programs such as CASHPHORs Housing 
Index, Freedom for Hunger’s Food Security Scales or the Grameen Network’s Net Worth test 
independently balance their indices (Zeller M. , 2004). In other words, the weights are 
determined externally by program administrators rather than by those on the ground.  Xiaoyun 
and Remenyi (2008) developed a more internal methodology called the Participatory Poverty 
Index (PPI) which allows the community to quantify these weights.  While each has their own 
merits, all of these methods introduce complexity and possible subjectivity to the process, 
raising questions of validity and reliability (Adams, Evans, Mohammed, & Farnsworth, 1997).  
Moreover, composite indices face issues with cross-program comparability. What represents a 
reasonable set of measures to describe poverty in rural India may be very different than those 
needed to identify deprivation in urban Kenya.    
Participatory approaches such as Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA), Participatory Rural Appraisal 
(PRA), or Rapid Assessment Procedures (RAP) (Chambers R. , 1997) engage the local community 
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and use a variety of qualitative tools to identify poor households.  One of the most widely used 
methods in this area is poverty wealth ranking (PWR).  PWR engages knowledgeable members 
of the community to categorize households into wealth classes using a pre-defined set of 
criteria (Adams, Evans, Mohammed, & Farnsworth, 1997).   
2.4.4  Methodological Issues Associated with Poverty Measurement 
In this section I discuss several methodological issues that are associated with different 
measurement tools such as a household survey (used to capture information to construct the 
money-based poverty line, the asset-based composite index and the self-reflective poverty 
measure) and a focus group (used to capture community-based measures of poverty).   
One issue that dominates the discussion of any measurement tool is that of cost.  Given 
limited resources, there is an omnipresent need to provide clear, demonstrable results.  For 
example, the length of a household survey is directly related to cost, for the longer the survey, 
the more time it takes to enumerate each household and the longer it takes to enter the data 
into a system and evaluate that data. However, shorter surveys reduce the amount of available 
data one can collect and potentially limit the amount of useful information obtained.  Here, the 
tension between the need for outcome measures and the need for a nuanced and sensitive 
understanding of poverty becomes clear.  The demand for straightforward results requires a 
simple measurement tool, but such a tool inevitably misrepresents the lived experience of 
people on the ground.  Similarly, participatory data collected through wealth ranking is 
mistakenly viewed as a cost-effective method of poverty targeting (Adams, Evans, Mohammed, 
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& Farnsworth, 1997; Scoones, 1995; Van Campenhout, 2006).  Yet, studies have shown that in 
fact, participatory methods are extremely costly in terms of community time (Watkins, 2008). 
2.4.4.1  Methodological issues with Household Surveys  
The most common way to collect the data needed to construct a poverty line or a 
composite index is to use a household survey.  Yet, often little thought or money is put into 
instrument design.  As a consequence, surveys frequently suffer from structural issues which 
put into question the validity of the data generated from their results.  However, because the 
poverty measures derived from these data are quantified through statistics, few question the 
validity of the process.  In fact, the flaws of the measurement process are hidden by the veil of 
objectivity afforded by the measure.   
2.4.4.1.1  Survey Design 
Mosse (2005) has effectively argued that an ambiguous meta-narrative is important to 
sustain policy representations.  However, under-specification of objectives poses real 
challenges to effective measurement.   When it is not clear exactly what is being measured or 
how it should be measured, researchers feel the need to capture as much information as 
possible.  The result is a lengthy and time-consuming survey.  In addition to the obvious cost 
overruns associated with long surveys,7 they pose multiple methodological challenges. First, the 
                                                      
7
 For example, Kimetrica recently agreed to conduct the evaluation of a social assistance program in Rwanda.   
Project managers at the donor institution sponsoring the evaluation insisted that the household survey they 
designed would only take two hours to enumerate.  However, time and again in pilots, Kimetrica found that the 
35-plus page survey took 5-6 hours to fully enumerate!  While the cost overrun to the evaluation budget is 
obvious, less obvious or less considered is the outrageous opportunity cost a six hour survey involves to the 
households being interviewed.    While entirely unreasonable, households often choose to participate, not because 
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more household information collected, the more decisions that need to be made on which data 
to include in the final evaluation.  Ultimately, it is the researcher who decides what data are 
important.  For example, in 2007 I worked on the impact evaluation of a donor-supported 
project in Kenya that sought to integrate fruit tree smallholders into the national supply value 
chain.8  The final survey was 23 pages in length resulting in a dataset containing literally 
thousands of variables.  While trying to paint a clearer picture of the socio-economic status of 
these farmers, ultimately we selected only a handful of indicators to analyze and report.  The 
rest of the data remained unexplored and unexplained.    
A second issue in survey design revolves around consideration of the thoughts and feelings 
of the respondents.  First, practitioners need to be culturally sensitive so as not to pose 
questions that a respondent might find offensive.  Second, the order of questions is often 
crucial to an enumerator’s ability to extract useful information.  Ordering the questions 
correctly may prove instrumental in building trust and garnering truthful answers.  For instance, 
few people want to directly state their sources of income.  People living in poverty are no 
exception.  Surveys that begin with such controversial questions could potentially lead to an 
abrupt end of the interview or, even worse, misleading information.   
Finally, good survey design must be cognizant of possible limitations in how the data will be 
collected and analyzed.   The manner in which questions are posed has implications for how 
they can be entered into a database and ultimately affects how they are analyzed.  In the case 
                                                                                                                                                                           
they have the time but because they are concerned that by not participating they will be excluded from potential 
program benefits. 
8
 I leave the name of the project and aid agency anonymous. 
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of the fruit tree project, several of the questions were multi-layered or nested in design, 
creating an organizational nightmare within the database.  The result of this design was that 
many of the answers were incorrectly entered into the system, leading to a great deal of 
unusable information.  Moreover, the data that remained needed to be transformed multiple 
times before they could be used in any meaningful way, raising questions of measurement 
validity and driving up costs.  For a detailed discussion of this issues see Chapter 5, Box 10. 
2.4.4.1.2  Data Collection and Analysis 
Issues of measurement and cost also arise in the process of data collection.  Costs increase 
not just due to household volume or survey length, but as a result of limitations in access.  
Developing countries often suffer from poor transportation infrastructure and political 
violence.  Flooding can wipe out access roads, heavy snows can render mountain passes 
impassable, and ongoing ethnic violence can make some areas inaccessible by outsiders. I 
describe some of these challenges in the methods section (see Chapter Four).  The disjuncture 
occurs in that garnering useful information may rely on getting information from people that 
are hard to access.   
Another potential issue with data collection is the existence of multiple enumerators.  
Involving multiple people in the collection process introduces the possibility of bias.  Large 
surveys require multiple enumerators who must be trained, but even with training their 
approach to the interview will invariably be different.  The methods section (Chapter Four) 
directly addresses the challenges I faced with this issue.   
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Data collection is also fraught with issues of measurement error.  On one hand, the 
interviewee is prone to giving inaccurate or misleading formation.  While sometimes 
purposeful, many times this is just a function of human nature.  Most of the household 
consumption and expenditure information is reported based on recall, the problems with which 
are well documented in the literature (Gibson & Kim, 2010; Sahn & Stifel, 2000; Dercon, 2001; 
Deaton & Zaidi, 1999).9   Measurement error can also occur at the point of the enumerator, 
who may incorrectly record a given response.  Furthermore, there can be mistakes in 
translation as responses are translated from one language to another.  Finally, there can be 
errors in data entry from the hard-copy report to the database.  My experiences demonstrate 
that this latter issue is highly problematic with large surveys.  I describe these problems in detail 
in Box 10 of Chapter Five.  Finally, these challenges require a high level of technical skill to fully 
analyze the results (Sahn & Stifel, 2000).   As a result, this type of survey is frequently not 
available to NGOs and smaller organizations. 
2.4.4.2  Methodological Issues with Participatory Methods 
Foundational to the idea of participatory poverty evaluation is the premise that people 
within the community have insider knowledge about community poverty and well-being.  
Practitioners use these “hands-on” tools to bring beneficiaries into the decision-making 
process.  Such methods are often viewed as a quick and effective way of evaluating socio-
economic status.  Yet, these methods also have distinctive weaknesses. 
                                                      
9
For example, Pradhan (2000) demonstrated that the greater the number of commodities listed on a 
questionnaire, the higher the reported consumption.  Sahn & Stifel (2000) found that reported consumption 
decreased as the recall period increased from two weeks to one month.  
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One primary critique of such programs is that the way these programs are designed, they 
hide conflicting community interests, encouraging marginalization.  Critics argue that 
participation programs treat the community as a homogenous unit that shares common 
interests and priorities, but this notion leaves the programs ill equipped to identify the weaker 
voices among what is often a diverse group (Cooke & Kothari, 2001, p. 106). Participation tends 
to favor those who are best able to produce and implement (Chambers R. , 2005). 
Another potential pitfall of participation programs is the limited administrative capacity of 
the local leaders.  In these bottom-up approaches, the undue burden of implementation and 
information gathering is generally placed on the local administration who must, among other 
things, coordinate visitors, fill out reports, and negotiate among the stakeholders (Chambers R. 
, 2005).  Participatory programs don’t necessarily identify or quantify differences in specific 
dimensions of household poverty.  Finally, because they are place-specific they cannot be used 
for cross-program comparisons.  Despite these criticisms, participatory programs remain at the 
fore of development discourse and action.     
2.5  CONCLUSION 
Social constructionism argues that the way we define a phenomenon (e.g. through 
language, rules, categorization) shapes or even creates that phenomenon.   This idea holds true 
for the construction of poverty.   How we describe poverty today shapes future definitions 
because we tend to enact policy prescriptions that reinforce our current understandings.    
However, as this chapter reveals, there exists a large disconnect between how poverty is 
described as a policy concern and how it is defined for operational practice.  As a policy 
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concern, the development community widely acknowledges poverty as a complex social 
phenomenon and a multidimensional construct that shares multidirectional links to health, 
education, infrastructure, income, and inequality.  However, through the practice of poverty 
measurement, these discursive understandings tend to get lost as definitions are reduced to 
discrete quantifiable units.   There are arguably good reasons to simplify poverty definition for 
measurement purposes (e.g., understanding, cost, feasibility).   Yet, in doing so, we lose the 
breadth of understanding that allows us to enact effective policy.   
While Mosse (2005) calls for more reflexivity in the development process through critical 
ethnography (or discursive project deconstruction), I argue for more critical reflexivity in the 
measurement process.   Rather than continually looking retrospectively at program practices, 
the development community must find ways to incorporate this reflexivity in the forward-
looking process of poverty conceptualization and measurement. The process of definition and 
measurement is part and parcel of the bifurcated discourse between policy and practice. Thus, 
if we know that development work is technically expressed but politically shaped, my interest is 
in looking more closely at how measurement tools or combinations of tools might help the 
development community understand and bridge this gap.   
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3 HISTORICAL ROOTS OF POVERTY IN THE UKAMBANI REGION OF KENYA  
“Africa‘s problem is not in not knowing what must be done; we have listed things and discussed 
them in depth in thousands of papers, speeches, workshops, seminars and peer reviewed 
journals.  Our problem begins with how to do it, when to do it and where to do it . . . We 
Africans have abdicated our thinking and results to the development partners and charities from 
the West.” 
 – Anayang Nyong’o (2007) 
 
3.1  INTRODUCTION  
 
In the previous chapter I outlined the theoretical ideas around how poverty is socially 
produced.  In this chapter, I briefly describe the historical production of poverty in the region of 
my research, the Makueni district of Kenya.  There exists a great deal of literature that 
addresses the role of colonialism, capitalism, and global development agencies in shaping 
issues of poverty in Kenya and elsewhere throughout the developing world (Davis, 2004; 
Escobar, 1995; Schlesinger, 2007; Mitchell, 1991).  However, for the purpose of this paper, I 
narrow this focus to Makueni, looking at several specific historical factors related to drought, 
land use, and colonialism that have woven an indelible pattern of poverty in the area.  The 
intention of this discussion is not to provide a comprehensive look at historical development in 
the region, but rather to underscore the importance of recognizing the socio-economic and 
ecological antecedents that helped to create place-based poverty.   
In a 2009 report by the Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG), the Government of 
Kenya (GoK) indicated that food security is deteriorating in the Southeastern Marginal 
Agriculture Livelihood zone, which includes my research district of Makueni.  The report 
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enumerates the primary factors affecting food security, including erratic rainfall, low soil 
fertility, production of unsuitable crops, use of low-yielding uncertified seeds, frequent water 
shortages, and sustained high food and fuel prices(GoK, 2009, p. 24). The report lists as 
secondary factors chronic poverty, poor market and road infrastructure, and an over-reliance 
on rain-fed farming.   Like many donor-funded documents, such exacerbating issues are 
presented as intrinsic to the region and are blamed on natural forces (e.g. weather, soil, 
geography) or social drivers (e.g. population growth, local customs, etc.).   However, as this 
chapter will demonstrate, many of the region’s problems in fact can be traced back to Kenya’s 
colonial legacy.  To frame these issues, I first briefly discuss the pre-colonial land use patterns of 
the indigenous Kamba and then trace the impact of colonial settlement on the Kamba peoples’ 
drought-coping strategies.   
3.2  THE GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY OF THE UKAMBANI REGION OF KENYA   
 
The Makueni district of Kenya is part of what is more broadly called the Ukambani region of 
Kenya, homeland of the Akamba peoples.10  The Akamba (or Kamba) are one of the larger 
ethnic groups in Kenya, comprising close to 11 percent of the population  (CIA Factbook, 2010).   
Ukambani is located in the southeastern portion of Kenya on a largely semi-arid, eastward 
facing slope.  The region consists of a series of plains separated by steep hills. As one moves 
east, the environmental gradient decreases in altitude, increases in temperature, and decreases 
                                                      
10 The larger region of Ukambani includes current day Makueni, Machakos and Kitui districts. 
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in moisture(Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  Makueni is situated on this eastern, drier 
section of traditional Ukambani land.   
 
Figure 2: Ukambani Region of Kenya 
Within Ukambani, the varying topography controls the quantity and distribution of rainfall 
which is sporadic and unreliable.  Due to this variability in rainfall, the entire region is prone to 
drought.  In fact, the Kamba report crop failure or pest outbreaks in four to six out of every 10 
seasons (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  Frequent drought is not a new phenomenon 
for the region.  Indeed, Kamba oral history and early colonial data confirm large scale droughts 
and associated famines at approximately 10-year intervals (Silberfein, 1989). The Kamba 
memorialize these droughts with different names such as the “staggering famine” where 
extreme hunger caused individuals to take on a strange gait, or the “to bleed cattle famine” 
where families were reduced to drinking cow blood for nutrition (Silberfein, 1989).  While 
drought and famine are not new, the depth and scope of famine and hunger have increased.  
This worsening can be traced back to the advent of the colonial system, when the Kamba were 
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forced onto increasingly marginal lands and into increasingly sedentary practices.  This 
migration caused a change in land use patterns and a subsequent change in the social structure 
which previously helped families cope with drought.  As a result, today the Kamba are much 
less able to deal with natural disasters and they live in a state of constant vulnerability.  To this 
effect, one could say that the colonial system helped to create poverty in the region. 
3.2.1  Pre-Colonial Kamba Land Use   
Despite the limited viability of the land and the great variability of the rainfall, the pre-
colonial Kamba managed to sustain themselves through a combination of land use patterns 
that involved highland agriculture and lowland cattle grazing.  The Kamba land-tenure system 
was characterized by small clan-based settlements called utui that included household 
cultivation plots and livestock paddocks called kisese (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).   
According to Kamba custom, land was considered “owned” once it had been cultivated (Tiffen 
& Mortimore, 1994).   In addition to these private holdings, the Kamba shared large tracks of 
common pastureland called weu for grazing cattle (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).     
To maximize agricultural output, the Kamba would build their homesteads in the highland 
regions where rainfall was more consistent, and then move cattle to lower, drier lands for 
grazing.   
Two key components of this land-tenure system were social reciprocity and mobility.  
Traditionally, as homesteads grew, the oldest son would move to seek out new land for 
cultivation.  If he found and settled in a productive area, other sons and families would follow 
and clear nearby ground.  These extended homesteads provided built-in support networks that 
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allowed families to trade or share when drought threatened (Silberfein, 1989). If rains 
repeatedly failed, the Kamba would simply move, joining other settlements or staking out new 
claims.  The availability of vast expanses of land allowed for long fallow periods and migratory 
spillover into brush lands (Silberfein, 1989).  Thus, despite the marginal nature of the land, this 
freedom of movement allowed the Kamba to adapt to changing economic and ecological 
conditions (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).   This freedom of mobility and the resulting 
social structure allowed the Kamba to spread risk, ensuring group survival in times of famine 
and drought. 
The Kamba also used several other coping strategies to manage the variability of the land 
and weather.  First, farmers would cultivate land in multiple topographical locations, hoping to 
maximize exposure to uncertain rains and minimize exposure to poor soil quality (Silberfein, 
1989).  The extreme variability in precipitation meant that settlements in one area could have 
complete crop failure while others a few miles away might have a normal harvest.  Second, 
households kept livestock as assets (ibid).  In addition to their use as a means of production (as 
traction for plowing), cattle could be slaughtered or sold in times of crisis.  More importantly, 
they could easily be moved over large distances in search of suitable grazing lands.  Finally, the 
Kamba leveraged common subsistence agricultural practices that involved planting a mixture of 
drought resistant crops such as millet, sorghum, and pigeon peas while actively utilizing 
intercropping to minimize the risk of a full crop failure (ibid).11  Thus, by using a combination of 
                                                      
11 Intercropping is a cultivation practice that involves planting two or more crops on the same field at the same 
time or over staggered growing periods.  The rationale for using this methodology is that different crops are 
unlikely to share the same pest profile (OISAT, 2010). 
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strategies to cope with temperamental rainfall and poor soil quality, the Kamba were able to 
thrive in pre-colonial Kenya. 
3.2.2  Post-Colonial Kamba Land Use 
Sustained interaction between the Kamba and the colonial regime began in the late 1890’s 
when the British East Africa Company established a base for trade expeditions into Uganda in 
what is current-day Machakos.  By the early 1900’s European settlers had flooded the 
agriculturally productive highland areas, forcibly staking claim to the land.  It is estimated that 
close to one million acres, representing about two-thirds of the original Ukambani region, were 
alienated during this time, much of it the Kamba’s most fertile territory (Kasperson, Kasperson, 
& Turner, 1995).  Colonial authorities justified the land grab by citing a sparse population and 
thus ample available land.  Yet, much of the remaining open terrain was brush land and not 
suitable for long-term farming.  While some authors argue that the land alienation by colonists 
was a deliberate attempt to create a supply of labor to work on European plantations (Ominde, 
1971), others cite a general ignorance among colonial authorities about indigenous land tenure 
practices (Silberfein, 1989; Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  Either way, the Kamba lost 
one of their primary strategies for coping with drought – mobility (Silberfein, 1989).  Without 
the freedom to migrate, their system of land use could not be sustained.   
The forced migration onto marginal land set aside by the colonial authorities as “Native 
Reserves” combined with increasing population resulted in a growing regional issue of land 
scarcity (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).    In response, the Kamba were compelled to 
change their drought-coping strategies.   Farmers began shortening fallow periods, which in 
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turn exacerbated land erosion and reduced soil fertility, leading to a decline in yields (Ondiege, 
1992).  In addition to reduced agricultural production, the restriction on seasonal migration led 
to overstocking of cattle, further degrading the already marginal land.  
The colonial regime blamed the agricultural disaster and subsequent breakdown of the 
Kamba livelihoods system on the Kamba themselves. In the 1930s, recognizing the need to 
address the pattern of severe drought and food shortage, the colonial government 
commissioned various studies to investigate the issues and to propose possible solutions 
(Silberfein, 1989).  The findings suggested that Kamba agricultural techniques were the cause of 
severe erosion in reserve areas which previously had been identified as excellent crop land.  
The study argued that the Kamba were ruining their land with “primitive techniques” of 
cultivation, overstocking cattle, and timber cutting (Silberfein, 1989, p. 65).   Indeed, one 
visiting agricultural director advised against improving water supplies and other infrastructure 
because “the Kamba were not skilled in agriculture” (Silberfein, 1989, p. 69).   In effect, the 
colonial government developed a technical discourse to explain the poverty created by the 
social interaction between the colonists and the Kamba and the resulting change in the 
landscape.  
In response to the report, the colonial government set aside land for “reconditioning” and 
implemented cattle destocking plans.  However, since these measures did not address the 
social upheaval created by a changing land tenure system and a changing way of life, they did 
little to stem the growing problem of chronic hunger and poverty.  Indeed, these “solutions” 
only served to further undermine Kamba livelihoods by continuing to restrict their access to 
land and by reducing their ability to hold onto a primary asset – cattle.  
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By the 1930’s older functional-based tenure rights were rapidly being replaced with 
individual property rights, leading to more sedentary lifestyles (Kasperson, Kasperson, & 
Turner, 1995).   During this same period, for the first time landlessness became a feature of 
Kamba life.  To make ends meet, households were forced to seek wage labor, moving to more 
prosperous areas in search of work.  The separation of families further exacerbated traditional 
communal social structures, contributing to the continued breakdown of drought and hunger 
coping strategies.  Moreover, social stratification caused by land ownership became a source of 
frequent land disputes (Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).   
During World War II, the discourse on development in the region changed from trying to 
save the land from Kamba over-use to transforming the land into a source of capitalized 
production.  To this effect, the colonial authorities recruited Kamba to assist the war effort 
through the production of grain crops.  As one author notes,  “Nairobi and London officials 
sought to transform the rural landscape of Ukambani into an efficient and specialized 
production unit for grain crops during the war and for cash crops in the post-war period” 
(Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995, p. 27).  This vision involved promoting white settler-run 
commercial enterprises that leveraged African wage labor.  Under this narrative, Kamba 
farmers were classified as inefficient and land-abusive, and it was suggested that they would be 
better served earning money from white-owned large-scale farmers.  However, this plan 
assumed that there was enough wage labor to meet household needs.  Moreover, it ignored 
the consequences of a huge upheaval in a traditional way of life, around which the Kamba had 
built social structures that guided their behavior.  Not surprisingly, while profitable for the 
colonialists, the plan did little to help those living on Kamba reserve lands.   
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By the 1940’s the region was already receiving famine relief through the importation of 
large quantities of maize (Ondiege, 1992).   In fact, from 1942-1962 food imports for famine 
relief averaged 17 kilograms per head per annum (Tiffen & Mortimore, 1994).  As maize 
became an increasingly popular staple, the region experienced a decline in the production of 
traditional drought resistant crops, which further exacerbated food insecurity.    
In reaction to increasing poverty and growing unrest, in the 1950’s the colonial government 
proposed several land reform initiatives.  The most well-known of these is the Swynnerton Plan 
of 1954.  The focus of this plan was to create a “market-oriented” class of African farmers 
(Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  The narrative was similar to that proffered during 
World War II and involved creating a class of wage laborers.  The strategy promoted 
stratification and inequality, and sought to weed out “bad farmers” to create a landed class of 
African agriculturalists and a landless, wage-earning second class.  This vision was accomplished 
by phasing out traditional tenure practices, promoting land consolidation and cash-crop 
production to realize economies of scale, and establishing private land rights (Kasperson, 
Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  The creators of the Swynnerton Plan theorized that while a move 
to cash cropping would increase the loss of smallholder land to commercial interests, the 
shortfall would be offset by improved employment opportunities in large scale agriculture 
(Silberfein, 1989).   While production did increase, those left landless did not necessarily stay 
and work for a wage. Rather, many moved to the cities or migrated to even more marginal 
lands.   By 1979 there were no more community tenure lands in the area, as all previously 
unclaimed land was gone (Tiffen & Mortimore, 1994).   
 60 
 
Typical of such development initiatives, the Swynnerton Plan ignored several key socio-
economic dynamics.  First, with a steadily rising population, the demand for labor quickly 
outstripped the supply of on-farm jobs.  Second, the majority of the commercial employment 
was seasonal and poorly paid. Finally, the plan failed to consider the viability of commercial 
cultivation in this marginal agricultural landscape (Silberfein, 1989).  Poor soil quality and lack of 
consistent precipitation were very real barriers to large-scale productivity.  To be successful, the 
region would require large investments in infrastructure and technology.  For instance, existing 
transport and communication systems were originally designed to connect the more productive 
agricultural areas of the country to urban centers and to port cities (Ondiege, 1992).  Lack of 
connecting roads and rail lines proved to be a very real barrier for rural areas such as Makueni.   
The cost of moving inputs, extension advice, and market information to remote areas remains 
prohibitively high even today.  As a result, cash cropping was only effective a few kilometers 
from the main road (Silberfein, 1989).  For the Kamba, the ultimate result of the collected 
endeavors by the colonial government was a steady decline in access to land, increasing soil 
erosion from land over-use, and the loss of their traditional livelihood.  Not only did the colonial 
government largely fail to improve rural production systems, but they exacerbated 
environmental issues while simultaneously increasing food insecurity in the region.   
3.2.3  Post-Independence Livelihoods 
After Kenyan Independence in 1964, the new government largely continued the policies 
implemented under the Swynnerton Plan.   Despite all the evidence to the contrary, the general 
perception remained that smallholder rural land owners were somehow responsible via their 
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land-use practices for both the environmental degradation and the food deficit issues 
(Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).  In the 1970’s the GoK, with the support of donor 
organizations such as the World Bank, implemented a series of what were called Special Rural 
Development Programmes (SRDPs).  These development projects focused on making 
simultaneous improvements to various sectors such as health, education, agriculture, and 
infrastructure.  However, a later assessment of these programs found not only that they failed 
to improve wellbeing but that they included few new antipoverty ideas and were burdened by 
large recurring costs that ultimately proved to be unsustainable (Schlesinger, 2007).  During this 
time, the Makueni district experienced further land intensification and cultivation, leading to an 
increase in the division of farming plots and a decrease in average field size (Tiffen & 
Mortimore, 1994).  Rather than seeking out new lands, heirs were forced to divide existing 
farms.   The combination of smaller land holdings and an increasing population has led to even 
more intensive agricultural practices, which in turn leads to deterioration of the more marginal 
lands (Murton, 1999).   Today, the pattern of poverty in the region is now deeply entrenched 
and despite ongoing GoK development strategies, the region continues to experience decline.  
3.3  CONCLUSION 
In this section I described a brief socio-economic and geographical history of the Ukambani 
region of Kenya.   My objective was to demonstrate that the persistent poverty, drought and 
famine seen today are not the product of failed farming practices of the Kamba. Rather, the 
increasing severity of drought and subsequent famine reflect the uneven effects of 
colonization, capitalism, and successive GoK and international development program 
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interventions.  The flexible system of agriculture adapted by the Kamba over generations to 
cope with drought was disrupted by the colonial regime who introduced a new capitalist 
system of economy that proved to be less sustainable given the land’s environmental fragility.   
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4 DISCUSSION ON THE PITFALLS IN ‘PRACTICING DEVELOPMENT’ 
“The single biggest problem with communication is the illusion that it has taken place.” 
 
--George Bernard Shaw 
4.1  INTRODUCTION 
One primary goal of this research is to examine with greater methodological scrutiny the 
relationship between poverty as a multidimensional policy construct and poverty as an 
operational variable to be measured.   In this chapter I argue that the practice of collecting and 
analyzing poverty data, while considered objective and rarely scrutinized in development 
discourse, in fact involves multiple and often compounding subjective decisions.  To 
demonstrate how these contradictions unfold, I describe my process of data collection and 
analysis, both as a researcher presenting her methods and as a practitioner “practicing” 
development.  It is via this latter role that I hope to paint a picture of the fragility of the 
measurement process.   
For my analysis, I carried out a poverty assessment of a community in rural Kenya.  The 
process I followed is similar to that commonly undertaken by development organizations when 
conducting a program or project evaluation.  To do so, I partnered with a Kenyan-based 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) organization called Kimetrica.  Headquartered in Nairobi, 
Kimetrica is a regional leader in the implementation of household surveys and focus group 
discussions and in the design of M&E systems for organizations in the not-for-profit and public 
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sectors.12   My study used two traditional evaluation instruments: a household survey and a 
focus group discussion tool.  From the data collected, I constructed four different poverty 
measures: an expenditure-based poverty line, an asset-based composite index, a community-
based participatory index, and an individual subjective household poverty indicator.   In later 
chapters I discuss how these different measures yield different results and, in turn, influence 
the construction or creation of poverty.  My focus here however is on how, despite being 
labeled as quantitative or statistical, the most common process of poverty measurement 
(money-based tools) is highly subjective.   
I begin the chapter with a brief overview of the project and community.  Next, I discuss the 
design and testing of my research instruments.  I then proceed to detail the enumeration 
process, focusing on the practical challenges faced in the field.  Finally, after a short description 
of the data entry and cleaning procedures, I conclude with a detailed description of how I use 
the data collected to construct the various poverty measures.       
4.2  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AND RESEARCH AREA 
I conducted my research in a remote community located in the Kawala region of the 
Makueni district of the Eastern Province of Kenya.  Makueni lies east of the Great Rift Valley (10 
35’ S, 370 10’), about sixty miles southeast of Kenya’s capital city, Nairobi.  The district covers an 
area of nearly eight thousand square kilometers and has an estimated population of around 
                                                      
12
 Kimetrica’s many clients include the GoK, World Bank, WFP, FAO, MIT, USAID, and UNICEF.  The organization 
provides affordable knowledge management tools, data, and training services to help improve the quality and 
accountability of service delivery in the non-profit sector.  For more information see www.kimetrica.org.  
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one million (GoK, 2005).  Due to low levels of rainfall and poor soil quality, the Government of 
Kenya (GoK) classifies Makueni as a Marginal Agriculture Livelihood Zone.   Erratic rainfall 
makes the region prone to drought and thus disposed to high levels of food insecurity.   
Moreover, with frequent crop failures and water shortages, food relief is common and ongoing 
(Kasperson, Kasperson, & Turner, 1995).   
 
Figure 3: Makueni District of Kenya 
 
The community where I did my research consists of the two small villages of Katulya and 
Ndovoini, which herein I refer to as Katulya.13  I chose these villages through purposeful rather 
than random selection for several reasons.  First, my study necessitated a relatively small, 
cohesive community where households lived close enough to one another to know their 
                                                      
13
 Kenyan districting divides into five administrative units – province, district, location, sub-location, and village.  
The full districting profile of Katulya is Eastern Province, Makueni District, Kawala location, Kawala sub-location, 
villages of Katulya and Ndovoni.   For practical purposes I call Katulya ‘Katulya’.  
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neighbors.   Combined, the villages contain 82 households and the greatest distance between 
any two households is less than a half-kilometer.    Second, for practical reasons I needed to be 
close to a city-center that could house my research team and serve as home base for 
operations.14  Katulya is within close proximity (1.5 hours driving) to the district capital city of 
Wote, which contains options for housing and other operational concerns such as 
photocopying, banking services, and internet access.  Third, while the design of my research is 
program agnostic, to deconstruct the measurement process I wanted to ground my study in an 
on-going development operation.  Using an operational project provides a useful narrative 
backdrop for discussing how theoretical concepts inform (or fail to inform) practical 
applications of development.  Katulya falls within the program area of the United Nations 
World Food Program (WFP) and selected households within the community receive ongoing 
food aid (see Chapter Eight for further discussion).  Finally, using a small, geographically 
bounded region helped locate my analysis, both physically and historically.   
Rather than conducting a traditional case study, I followed a process similar to that of a 
typical external program evaluator.  I spent a short three-week period in the field.  In this time, 
with the help of an enumeration team, I conducted a full census household survey and 
moderated four focus group discussions.  The WFP and its on-ground partner organization, 
World Vision International (WVI), helped facilitate my research by providing the necessary 
                                                      
14
 Following the process of a traditional project evaluation, I hired a team of enumerators to bring with me into the 
field to assist in data collection. 
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entrée into the village community.15  In addition, the WFP provided transportation to and from 
Katulya, helping to defray my research costs.  Neither organization was involved in the design of 
my instruments and the collection and analysis of the data.  
The reasons I opted to partner with the WFP as opposed to a different development 
organization are two-fold.  First, WFP has a large and well-documented footprint in Kenya that 
provides a historical and political backdrop to my analysis.  Second, WFP was interested in the 
analysis and what it could tell the organization about program targeting.  The WFP’s food 
program selects beneficiaries using a community-based method.  To date, they have little 
documentation on how this selection process compares to other targeting methodologies.  In 
Chapter Eight I further describe these issues and provide more detail on the WFP, and the WFP 
program in Makueni.  
4.3  INSTRUMENT DESIGN AND TESTING 
To conduct my case study I used two primary research instruments: a household 
questionnaire and a focus group discussion tool.  In the sections below I fully describe the 
development of these instruments.  For actual copies of the tools and consent forms, see 
Appendix 1.   
4.3.1  Household Questionnaire 
My household questionnaire focused on gathering information about proxy indicators of 
well-being.  I used the data collected to provide a detailed description of the community and to 
                                                      
15
 WFP scheduled the meetings with the District Chairman to gain permission to work within the community.  
World Vision provided the necessary contacts with village chiefs and elders for entrée into both the pilot and study 
communities.   
 68 
 
construct three of my four poverty measures.  Table 1  lists the different sections of the 
questionnaire.  Section A captured interview details such as the name of the interviewee, the 
GPS coordinates of the homestead, and the date of the interview.  Section B detailed 
information on members of the household, gathering data on gender, marital status, education, 
health, and occupation.  Sections C, D, and E captured household expenditures on food, non-
food consumables, and assets.  These sections were used to calculate my money-based poverty 
measure.  Sections F and G described the construction materials of the homestead and tallied 
ownership of various household assets such as mobile phones and livestock.  Section H asked 
self-reflective questions about poverty and household worries.   Section I focused on a series of 
questions that explain how, in the past, households have coped with sustained drought.  The 
questions in this section mimicked those used by WFP as part of their program evaluation 
methodology.  Finally, section K asked recall questions about the parental home of the 
respondent.  
Many of the questions are common to poverty analysis and are considered best practice in 
the field of donor program evaluation (Watkins, 2010).  To my knowledge, sections H -
Household Perceptions and K –Intergenerational Mobility are new and have never been tested 
using this type of format.16   
 
                                                      
16
 There are examples of self-reflexive questionnaires  (Wagle, 2007), but generally they assume the welfare 
indicators (adequate income for food expenditures, etc.) as opposed to letting the household elicit the root causes 
of poverty.  Alternatively, Microsoft Research India (MSR) has used an open-ended format to look at 
intergenerational mobility.  I worked with MSR to create the closed-ended format that they are currently testing in 
India.  Furthermore, I was able to include a similar version of the self-reflective poverty questions in a separate 
evaluation I helped conduct for a social assistance program in Rwanda in the fall of 2010.  At various points during 
this paper I refer back to this study. 
 69 
 
Table 1: Household Survey Sections 
 
Survey Sections 
A. Interview details 
B. Household demographic roster 
C. Assets purchased in past year 
D. Non-food consumables in past month 
E. Food purchased/consumed in last week 
F. Household characteristics 
G. Household assets 
H. Household perceptions 
I. Coping strategies 
J. Program perceptions 
K. Intergenerational mobility 
 
All questions on the survey were closed-ended to control for costs and to allow for greater 
comparability across responses.  For questions that might elicit a range of responses, the survey 
listed the most common answers.    For instance, the possible responses for the question “what 
type of toilet facility do you use?” include, a) none/pan/bucket, b) pit latrine, c) flush toilet, and 
d) other {specify}.  All questions that included such a list also included an option for “Other.”  If 
the participant answered with a response not on the list, I instructed the enumerator to select 
the “Other” category and manually write in the response.  
Implicit to my research design is the requirement to conduct a full census survey.  Rather 
than sampling households, my team interviewed every household in the community.  
Therefore, my survey did not require a sampling strategy.   
4.3.2  Focus Group Discussion Instrument 
The design of my Focus Group Discussion (FGD) instrument followed that of other authors 
investigating community interpretations of poverty (Hargreaves, et al., 2007; Van Campenhout, 
2006; Bergeron & Morris, 1998; Adams, Evans, Mohammed, & Farnsworth, 1997).  The 
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participatory wealth ranking (PWR) method uses data collected from a FGD instrument to 
construct a community-based poverty measure.  For sampling, I chose a stratified sample 
design.   In each of the four discussion groups, I interviewed a different segment of the 
population: women, men, youth and the disabled.   This stratification allowed me to better 
unpack how definitions or perceptions of poverty might vary within a community.   My reason 
for applying this type of stratification refers back to Mosse’s (2005) call for more reflexivity in 
development practice.  While Mosse (2005) argues for backward-looking project ethnography, I 
sought to integrate this reflexivity within the forward-looking activity of measurement.  In 
Chapter Two, I establish how the process of measurement inherently imposes a particular 
discourse, which in turn influences future policy and practice.  By trying to access different 
segments of the population, I sought to expand the understanding of poverty we (as part of the 
dominant development community) invariably project on the communities we are trying to 
help.  
To identify participants, I leveraged the assistance of the local Relief Committee (RC).  This 
committee, elected by the community, is responsible for the management and dissemination of 
WFP food assistance. The week prior to my arrival, the RC alerted the community that I would 
be conducting focus groups at certain times on certain days.  Community members who fit the 
criteria (men, women, youth, etc.) and who were interested in participating were asked to 
appear at a given time on a given date.  I selected the first six to eight people to appear for each 
scheduled interview who also fit population profile parameters.   Since few of the participants 
spoke English, I used a translator from my team to help moderate all of the sessions.  All FGDs 
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were also audio recorded and later, on return to Nairobi, translated and transcribed by an 
independent analyst. 
The FGD instrument consisted of two primary parts and took on average three to four hours 
to enumerate.17  In the first section I worked with participants to generate place-specific 
definitions of poverty.   In the second section the participants used these definitions to rank 
households in the community, placing them into different poverty buckets.      
4.3.2.1  Creating Poverty Buckets 
To generate a descriptive definition of poverty in the community, I started out with a series 
of broad questions that asked participants to think about poverty and what it meant to them.   
- In your community, what does a poor household or poor person look like?  
What do you call such a household or person?  What other words can you 
think of to describe such a household or person?  
- What activities/things do poor households or poor people do to make their 
lives better? 
- What types of activities do these households do to increase their income?   
- When a very poor household gets some resources/money, what are the first 
things it might purchase or do?  If they were to get some more 
money/resources what is the next thing that they might purchase or do? 
 
I then moved on to ask participants to use these characteristics/descriptions to create four 
categories of households: (i) very poor; (ii) still poor but a bit better off; (iii) doing ok/average 
for community, (vi) wealthy for community.   As we described each poverty bucket, I asked 
them to think of a household that, in their minds, fit into this category.  We started by 
                                                      
17
 I added one additional section to the FGD instrument that addresses coping strategies utilized during the most 
recent drought.  The series of questions is identical to that added to the household survey but rather than 
indicating the number of times each participant household used a given strategy, the group ranked the severity of 
the drought required to use a given strategy.  I wanted some parallelism for comparability.   Later, however I 
decided not to use this information in my analysis. 
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describing a “wealthy” household.  Then, we moved onto the opposite end of the spectrum, to 
describe a “very poor” household.  Finally, we untangled the descriptions of the two middle 
categories – “poor” and “average” households.  The whole process was iterative, as I wanted to 
be as clear as possible about the delineations between the different categories.   
4.3.2.2  Conducting the Wealth Rankings 
In the second part of the FGD interview I had each participant place every household in the 
community into one of our newly constructed poverty categories.  This exercise was done 
privately with an enumerator so as to avoid any potential stigma that might arise with the 
public ranking of one another.  For every household in the community, the FGD participants 
were first asked to indicate the type of relationship their household had with the household to 
be ranked (e.g. friend, neighbor, self, business, etc.), and then to assign the household a 
poverty category.  I instructed the participants to use the descriptions created in the first half of 
the discussion to guide their actions.  By the end of the process I had twenty separate rankings.  
That is, twenty people ranked every household in the community.  
4.3.2.3  Relief Committee FGD 
In addition to the wealth-ranking focus groups, I conducted a group interview with 
members of the Relief Committee.  Given their knowledge of both the community and the WFP 
program, I wanted to get their reflections on operations and results.  Using open-ended 
questions, I asked about their roles and responsibilities as committee members and what they 
thought of the WFP program.      
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- How did you get elected to the relief committee (RC)? 
- What are your roles and responsibilities as an RC member? 
- How do you decide who gets the food?  How do you identify families that 
should be removed from the list? 
- What are the benefits of being an RC member? 
- What are the primary drawbacks of being an RC member? 
- Are the WVI and WFP staff fair and courteous? 
- What changes would you make to the WFP program to make it better? 
- Are there any other donor programs operating in the area? 
- What do you see as the biggest issues in this community? 
- What are the greatest strengths of this community? 
 
4.3.3  Instrument Testing 
Similar to academic research, in evaluation practice an important step of the enumeration 
process is to test the instruments prior to the actual start of the fieldwork.  No matter how well 
a survey is designed, the author cannot fully anticipate what will happen in the field.  To root 
out potential issues, I piloted the instruments in a small community in the sub-location of 
Kambi Mawe.  This location was strategically selected due to its proximity to Wote (where I 
stayed with my enumeration team) and its similarity in size and structure to the enumeration 
villages of Katulya and Ndovoni.   In Box 4  I describe my first experience interacting with this 
pilot community.   Most striking for me was the tactile feeling I had of being not just the “other” 
or “outsider” but a person holding some type of ethereal power which I could not quite 
reconcile with my reality of being a poor college student.   
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Box 4: Development Song and Dance 
The development song and dance….  When we arrived in Kambi Mawe to do the 
pilot, the chief was away; however my team was greeted by the village Relief 
Committee and by most of the villagers who were waiting in the main square for a 
WFP food distribution. Dressed in colorful Kikuyus and head scarves, the villagers 
gave us a warm welcome.  The meeting began with introductions and prayer.  
Afterwards, different people got up and spoke about the community’s many issues.  
A villager explained how they lack the tools to do the required WFP terracing and 
other manual labor. She then proceeded to ask whether I could help them purchase 
new tools.  A second community member discussed the high incidence of job-
related injuries and the need for medical supplies to treat these injuries.  He then 
asked whether I could provide more medical kits.  The laundry list of requests 
continued for about one hour.  It is very hard to listen to these minor requests, 
knowing that Ksh 100 (approx. $1.15) means a lot to them and almost nothing to 
me.  This process or what I call ‘song and dance’ occurs whenever an outsider visits 
an isolated community.  By the color of my skin, white, the clothes I wear, 
expensive, and by the nature of my position as a researcher, I somehow hold 
power.  And, despite my best efforts, this power relationship directly shapes my 
interactions with the community.   However, coming in as a researcher, I am not 
supposed to pay community members for their participation.  WFP and WVI request 
that we don’t give away supplies and money because it undermines participation in 
their evaluations.  The best I can do is to listen to their issues and explain that I do 
not have the capacity to do anything at this time.  I do however promise to report 
their complaints to headquarters (in this case WFP).  The meeting closed with 
another prayer.   
 
During the pilot, I found that certain questions needed to be restructured so that they were 
correctly understood by both the enumerator and the responder.  For instance, on the 
household survey, in section B (demographic roster), I originally asked a question about each 
household member’s primary occupation and then a second question about their primary 
source of work in the last seven days.  However, after listening to some of the villagers’ 
responses, I realized that this phrasing did not get to the heart of the issue I wanted to identify.  
Participants answered the latter question (primary source of work in the last seven days) with 
responses such as “work on own farm” or “housework.”  However, what I really wanted to 
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know was which household members had contributed to household income in the past week 
and if so, doing what type of work.  As a result, I changed the question to be more specific.  
Another useful outcome of the pilot was my ability to tailor the response lists.  In a 
household survey, to control for costs, all the questions must be closed-ended.18  As such, for 
each question the survey must provide a coded response list.  The key is to account for as many 
of the potential responses as possible so as to limit the use of an “Other” category.  High 
numbers of other responses muddle the post-enumeration data entry and analysis.  Since my 
survey makes use of many common survey questions, I could leverage standard, country-
specific response sets.19  However, as mentioned above, I did add several questions that, to my 
knowledge, had never previously been tested.   The pilot was extremely useful in formulating 
the list of responses for the subjective questions related to poverty characteristics and 
household worries. 
Another issue that the pilot brought into glaring focus was our need to sort out the 
standard units of measure and standard prices of items commonly consumed in the community 
(e.g., salt, maize, cowpeas, etc.).  The issue of how to accurately complete section E of the 
survey (food purchases and consumption) continued to trouble enumerators throughout the 
process.  A detailed discussion of this issue is presented in Box 8.  My experience in the field 
demonstrates how accuracy is illusive (if not impossible) when collecting this type of data.  Yet 
                                                      
18
 With open-ended questions, one cannot control the time it takes to enumerate the survey.  This unknown 
increases the cost of data collection.  Moreover, analyzing free-flow responses take much more time, increasing 
the cost of data analysis.   
19
 This type of survey represents Kimetrica’s core business.  As such, they had a wide-repository of response lists 
from which I could choose and tailor. 
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consumption expenditures are foundational to the calculation of the “objective” poverty line.   
As this chapter will demonstrate, the discourse that promotes poverty lines as the “gold 
standard” in measurement effectively conceals both the difficulty of collecting the underlying 
data and the inherent subjectivity of these data.   
Finally, I used the pilot as a gauge to understand how long each survey would take to 
enumerate.  The Kimetrica staff who helped me conduct the pilot indicated that it is not 
unusual for a one-hour survey to take three to four hours the first time it is tested in the field.  
This estimate proved accurate for our testing.  Similarly, I found that the FGD tool took an 
inordinate amount of time (four to five hours).  Sitting with each member to rank all the 
households was slow and cumbersome.  As a result, I had to re-think how I planned to conduct 
the focus groups so as not to take up so much of the participants’ time.  For a more detailed 
discussion of this challenge, see section 4.4.2 .  
4.4  ENUMERATION 
In this section I discuss the procedures used to hire and train enumerators and the logistical 
challenges I faced when implementing my study.  The purpose of this discussion is to 
demonstrate to the reader how the actual practice of measurement is inherently subjective, 
even while the policy discourse often portrays it as objective.  
4.4.1  Enumerator Hiring and Training 
The number of surveys one can enumerate in a day depends on the length and complexity 
of the survey and the distance or difficulty involved in getting from one household to another.   
The pilot enumeration data suggested that the length of time to conduct the survey was 
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approximately 1.5 hours.  A walkabout in my research community of Katulya indicated that the 
distances between households averaged a manageable 15-20 minutes.    Using these 
benchmarks and relying on Kimetrica’s experience in this field, I calculated that an enumerator 
could do four to five surveys a day.  So, to conduct the census and FGDs within 10 days, I 
decided to hire six enumerators.20  This number provided me with ample people to carry out 
the enumeration of both instruments while allowing for extra time for unanticipated delays.   
Box 5 describes the incredible work these enumerators did despite the many hardships that this 
type of survey work entails. 
Box 5: Ode to Enumerators 
Ode to the enumerators… My enumerators are truly amazing people.  They worked 
with me twelve hours a day, tromping up and down hills in dry, unrelenting heat with 
little access to water, bathrooms, and food.  Without complaint, they rode in a 
cramped bus over potholes; and they sat quietly while the car wove around dodging 
cattle, donkeys and goats on winding bumpy roads.  My team put up with me telling 
them what to do and where to go; and they were unruffled with each setback.  The 
enumerators did all of this for a mere 1000 Kenyan shillings per day (approximately 
$12).  First there is Ruth.  We affectionately called her ‘mama Ruth’ because she is the 
eldest of the bunch (I’d guess mid-fifties).  She has an incredibly warm and loving heart 
and a great sense of humor.  While she had never done survey enumeration and was at 
times frustrated (and very slow) to complete the survey work, she made for an 
incredible focus group moderator.  As a former teacher, she has a wonderful knack at 
drawing people out, making them feel comfortable.  For instance, when the women’s 
focus group looked tired, she got them all to get up and sing.   
Jacqueline and Victor are quiet, unassuming native Kambas in their early twenties.  
While neither of them had done enumeration before, they were by far the best in the 
group.  They completed the complicated survey quickly and with very few errors.  They 
are also both incredibly easy going, hard-working and good natured.  Jacinta is a 
seasoned enumerator and did quite well with the survey.  She is extremely quiet and I 
know very little about her.  Dorothy was the alpha female of the bunch, pretty and 
outgoing; she managed despite not speaking Kamba (only Swahili).  Finally there was 
George; a young guy, energetic and eager to please.  All in all it was a great group of 
people. 
 
                                                      
20
 I was running up against the Easter holiday weekend.  That barrier, combined with budgetary constraints, 
prevented me from extending my visit.  
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Enumerator training took place over two days in the Kimetrica offices in Nairobi.  Kimetrica 
prefers to hire enumerators from a city distant from the research site for two primary reasons.  
First, the quality of the applicants is better than in rural communities.  Those raised in cities 
tend to have the education needed to conduct business in English while speaking the local 
dialect of their native tribe. For enumeration, I needed applicants who spoke Kamba fluently 
and who could also read and write in English fluently.  Traditional academic research methods 
recommend reverse translating surveys from English, into the local language, and back, using 
different translators on both ends (Harkness, van de Vijver, & Johnson, 2003; Harkness J. , 
2004).   While Kimetrica does use this method, they prefer to keep the surveys in English and 
have the enumerator translate “on-the-fly.”  That is, the enumerator reads the question in 
English, translates verbally to the local dialect, receives the answer from the participant in the 
local dialect, and translates it back, writing the respondent’s answer in English on the paper 
survey.  Experience has taught Kimetrica that, with good training, this latter methodology 
minimizes measurement error (Watkins, 2010).    
A second reason for using translators hired outside the community is that it reduces the risk 
of subterfuge resulting from familiarity between enumerators and participants in the study.   If 
the enumerator knows the interviewee, the respondent may be less inclined to speak openly or 
truthfully.  Likewise, depending on the relationship, the enumerator may be politically 
motivated to edit the translation or provide a less than truthful rendition of the conversation.   
Here again, these details underscore the social messiness that is inherent in the measurement 
process but which rarely gets mentioned in the discussion of results.   While there are good 
reasons to create distance between the interviewer and the interviewee, there is also a social 
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drawback.  The primary downside of hiring outside the community is that the evaluation 
process does not contribute to the local economy.     
To ensure the selection of quality candidates, I invited twelve enumerators (or 1.5 times the 
number of enumerators required) to a paid, two-day training at the Kimetrica offices in Nairobi.  
Given the vast unemployment in East Africa, it is not hard to find applicants who have the 
education, skills and language requirements needed to fulfill the enumeration task.  The first 
part of the training involved reviewing the survey instruments and answering questions about 
the content.   As a group we translated several key words within the instruments to ensure 
everyone would ask questions in the same manner.  For instance, we came up with agreed 
upon words for levels of poverty.  This agreement process was no easy task.  The enumerators 
had varying opinions on how best to describe different concepts or words.  Here again is a step 
in the process where measurement is exposed to layers of subjectivity.  Indeed, several authors 
have discussed the challenges and implications to partiality on behalf of the enumerator 
(Kohlin, 2001; Som, 1965).  Discussion, training, and practice can provide consistency and is one 
way to mitigate the issue.  The levels of poverty we collectively agreed upon were: 
- Very Poor (Ngya Muno) 
- Poor, but a bit better off (Ti Ngya Muno) 
- Average/not rich (Ti Ngya/Ti muthwii) 
- Wealthy (Muthwii) 
Figure 4:  Poverty Bucket Translations 
Next, we reviewed the basics of conducting an interview.  The emphasis of the session was 
respect for the interviewee.  We trained the potential enumerators on how to ask for an 
interview, the importance of reading through the consent form, and how to approach sensitive 
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questions and responses.  As one Kimetrica manager told me, “Never get into a discussion 
about religion or politics!”  We also taught enumerators how to probe the respondent for 
deeper answers.  This part of the training was crucial for the collection of expenditure data 
(sections C, D and E of the household survey).  The survey asked participants to remember 
assets they had purchased in the last year, non-food consumables purchased in the last month, 
and food consumed in the last week.  Given that respondent recall is often inexact (Chesher & 
Schluter, 2002; Groves, 1989; Scott & Amenuvegbe, 1990), well trained enumerators are 
essential to getting more detailed information.     
Box 6: Giving Life to Dull Survey Data 
Giving life to dull surveys… Since household sample was not that large, I 
encouraged enumerators to write in the survey margins any interesting 
tidbits respondents revealed that did not directly answer a survey question.  
For instance, when conducting the pilot, I asked one respondent whether or 
not she believed her household was better off than that of her parents.  She 
replied that her current household was worse-off.  The reason she gave was 
“My parent’s house was better because [when] I asked for things, I got them.  
Now my children come to me to ask for things and I have nothing to give.”   
This same respondent also explained that the village’s nickname for the 
most recent drought that lasted from 2006-2009 was the ‘don’t count on 
me’ drought.
21
  Her explanation was that husbands would leave in the 
morning and say “I’m going to look for work but don’t count on me to bring 
anything home.”  While this information helps give life and texture to 
surveys one must balance the risk of increasing the expense of a survey as 
interviews stretch out.   
 
During the final day of training, we practiced using the instruments. The enumerators 
paired up and conducted interviews with one another.  They simulated the field by conducting 
the interviews in Kamba and writing the results in English.  During this time, I and several 
managers from Kimetrica’s enumeration team both answered questions and tried to determine 
                                                      
21
 The Kamba have a long history of naming famines such as the 1836 ‘famine of disappointment,’ the ‘long famine’ 
of the 1850’s, or the ‘pounding skins’ famine of 1862 (Silberfein, 1989). 
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who would make the best interviewers.  This latter task is really more an art than a science.  
While an individual may have all the educational credentials, how they perform in the field 
cannot be deduced from the classroom.22  What makes a good field enumerator does not 
necessarily equate with a formal education.  My experience shows that a good enumerator is 
inquisitive, precise, easy-going, hardworking, and dedicated.  
4.4.2  Field Work Logistical Issues and Challenges - “Managing the Unexpected”  
The challenge of this type of fieldwork is coping with unexpected, unanticipated problems.  
No matter how well one plans, something always goes wrong.  In this section, to provide a 
flavor of what donor agencies encounter when confronted with the realities of the field, I 
describe some of the issues I faced during my enumeration process. 
4.4.2.1  Survey Enumeration Logistical Challenges 
Typically the sampling frame for household surveys calls for some level of random selection.  
Such a sampling design, in many ways, simplifies implementation.  If a family is not at home, 
the enumerator simply moves to another household, following a pre-defined sampling 
methodology.   In contrast, my research design required a full census.  I needed to interview 
every household in the community, and this requirement led to several problems relating to 
implementation.  To conduct my study I needed to answer questions such as: how does one 
define the boundaries of the community?  And, how does one define a household?  And finally, 
                                                      
22
 Generally, when funding allows, Kimetrica likes to train enumerators prior to the pilot of the instruments and 
bring them along for the pilot to see how they do in the field.  The condensed timing of my project did not allow 
for this extra training exercise. 
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how does one ensure that all households in the defined boundary are interviewed?  Below I 
answer these questions and describe the logistical challenges they posed. 
To determine the boundary of Katulya I relied on the household lists produced by the 
secretary of the Relief Committee (RC).  Generated by the community, WFP uses these lists to 
determine which households receive food assistance.   Aid programs continuously struggle with 
determining whether these lists are comprehensive in fear of under-representing the truly 
destitute who may be homeless or stigmatized.  While my team managed to interview all the 
households on the list, I cannot know for sure if we truly captured all the households in the 
community.    However, within the given budget constraints, the lists presented my best option.  
My next challenge involved how to assign these lists to different enumerators.  I wanted to 
make sure that we visited all the households, but not more than once. I began by evenly 
dividing the original list of 120 households by six and assigning a set to each enumerator.  Each 
enumerator was to be led by a village elder or guide to the different households on their 
individual list.  It soon became apparent, however, that this process was highly inefficient.  My 
division of the list was arbitrary (for lack of better information) and the households were often 
geographically dispersed, resulting in enumerators needlessly walking back and forth.  For 
instance, an enumerator would go to one household to learn that the adults were out in the 
field but would be available to be interviewed after lunch.  She would then walk all the way 
across town (up and down steep, rock-filled trails) to get to the next household on her list, 
often not finishing in time to return to the first household.   To accommodate this problem, the 
enumerators began to interview the households in the area where they had been dropped that 
morning. To avoid double- interviewing the households, they would ask each respondent 
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whether or not they had been interviewed on a prior day.  However, chaos still ensued.  One 
enumerator would contact a household and promise to return in the afternoon to do the 
interview and then, in the interim, another enumerator would wander by that household and 
conduct the interview. The first enumerator would then return, wasting time wandering back 
only to find that the interview had already been completed.  This disorganization led to us 
interviewing one household twice --but with different adults.23    Finally, we asked the secretary 
of the Relief Committee to divvy up the households by location.  The lack of a printer (and 
electricity) made the process of re-assignment of the list by hand a constant challenge.  Every 
night I needed to check off which interviews were complete and re-assign households based on 
how fast different enumerators were getting through their lists.   
A second major issue enumerators faced was that often times the elder guide would not 
recognize the name on the list or the name the interviewee supplied would not match any 
name on the list.  People tend to go by different family names, maiden names, or nicknames so 
it becomes very hard to keep track.  Using Kimetrica’s advice, when requesting the original list, I 
asked the secretary of the Relief Committee to include possible nicknames, the name of the 
spouse of the household head, and any maiden names.  Despite this extra information, 
matching surveys to the master roster continued to elude me.  I needed to return to the 
secretary several times to confirm connections.  
Finally, as the enumeration process unfolded, my sample size began to collapse.  Time and 
again, an enumerator would visit a household on the list, begin the interview and then realize 
                                                      
23
 The result of the overlap will be discussed in Chapter V, as it presents a great example of the subjective nature of 
the questions asked (for the two adults had very different views on what they owned, purchased, etc.). 
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that it was actually part of another household.  In keeping with the standards in the aid 
industry, my definition of a “household” is members who “cook and eat from the same pot.”  
For the most part, the list provided by the RC identified a separate family where a grown son 
(or daughter) had his own wife (or husband) and kids.  However, extended families frequently 
live in the same compound and if they cook and eat together they are considered one family, 
not two.  As the enumerators started to identify these inconsistencies, the number of 
households in my sample fell from 120 to 82!   
4.4.2.2  FGD Enumeration Challenges 
4.4.2.2.1  Logistical Issues 
Originally, I planned to have a single translator help me conduct all the focus groups. 
However, after the pilot, I realized I would need several enumerators to assist in the ranking 
process.   Lacking the ability (for both economic and political reasons) to pay the participants, I 
could not justify taking five hours of their day to do the interview.  To resolve the issue, I 
decided to conduct all the focus groups prior to the commencement of the household survey.  
In this way I could moderate the FGDs with one or two translators and then recruit the services 
of the remaining translators to help with the one-on-one rankings. This order of events also 
alleviated another concern - that the information asked on the household interviews would 
somehow bias the responses in the focus group discussions.24 
                                                      
24
 In the end I needed to enumerate both instruments concurrently.  I mitigated this concern as much as possible 
by asking that those interviewed at the household not participate in the FGDs. 
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My carefully laid plans, however, had to be abandoned with the onset of bad weather.  
Flood delays forced me to condense my schedule.  As a result, my team had to enumerate both 
instruments concurrently.  To accommodate the new plan I decided to call back certain 
enumerators at specified times to help with the ranking process. This revised strategy proved to 
be both costly and inefficient.  First, it was hard to know exactly when we would need the 
enumerators to return.  Sometimes they were in the middle of an interview during the planned 
time, requiring them to reschedule with the household.  At other times they would arrive at the 
meeting place only to find that we were not yet ready for them to help with the rankings.  In 
some cases, we would finish the group discussion before the enumerators arrived, leaving FGD 
respondents waiting around, thus wasting their time.  Invariably someone was always waiting, 
increasing the financial cost of the enumeration and the opportunity costs of the participants.  
Such delays happen all the time in development fieldwork, forcing staff to make unpalatable 
decisions to keep within already tight budgets.  Reflecting on this process, I argue that perhaps 
the power-political critics of development are a bit too harsh in their critique.   Often doing or 
practicing development is so much more difficult than talking about an issue.  While I have no 
doubt that the power relations between donors and beneficiaries exist, I believe the power-
political discourse often gives this notion too much weight when, in fact, the challenges reside 
more in that enigmatic space between policy and practice.       
4.4.2.2.2  Know Thy Neighbor 
Another challenge to completing the FGDs was the existence of incomplete social networks.  
My team found that several of the participants did not know all the households in the 
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community.  Actually, based on anecdotal reports from the enumerators, the issue was not so 
much that the participants did not know the households, but rather they just were not familiar 
with the name we had written down as the household head.  While in the end I had enough 
observations per household to construct the index, my measure could have been more robust.   
Other researchers using the PWR technique spend time creating a community map.  In the 
map-making process, participants draw all the households on a piece of paper and, by 
consensus, provide the names of each household head (Zeller, Feulefack, & Neef, 2006; 
Hargreaves, et al., 2007).  However, with the focus groups already running two-plus hours, I 
could not justify taking up several more hours of participant time to do this type of exercise.  
The issue of time is one area where participatory methods require more critical scrutiny.  While 
practitioner discourse presents the PWR exercise and participatory methods as a less expensive 
way of doing evaluation, in reality it is very costly.  In fact, studies have shown that when 
programs include the opportunity costs of villager participation, using participatory community 
methods to target beneficiaries becomes prohibitively high (Watkins, 2008). 
Another interesting challenge my team faced was in translating the definition of a neighbor.  
For simplicity sake, we defined neighbor as a household that lives on property adjacent to one’s 
own property.  However, when I analyzed the ranking results this definition was not clearly 
understood.  Some participants listed nearly the entire village as “neighbors.”   The notion of a 
neighbor, like poverty, is a social construct, yet how this definition gets translated into “data” 
becomes a subjective decision of the evaluator.  
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4.4.2.3  Printing/Production 
Coming from a place like the United States that operates on a seven day a week/24 hour a 
day schedule, it is easy forget how things that we take for granted can create huge pitfalls in 
the developing world.  For instance, enumerator training in Nairobi resulted in several more 
changes to both the household survey and the focus group instruments.  Yet, by the time I had 
finalized these changes, all the photocopy shops were closed for the evening.  My team was 
leaving early the next morning and there was nowhere to print and make copies of the surveys.  
No 24-hour Kinkos.  No campus library with keycard access.  In the end I hired a man in Wote 
who owned a dilapidated Xerox machine to copy the survey instruments. While I managed to 
get everything printed, throughout the enumeration process my team found surveys with 
missing pages, or those with the pages stapled out of order or with faded, illegible ink.      
In the practice of program evaluation, there is much discussion about leveraging technology 
to help eliminate some of these problems (Escandon, Searing, Goldberg, Duran, & Arce, 2008; 
d'Harcourta & Mulumbab, 2008).  With the advent of smart phones and personal digital 
assistants (PDAs), completing a survey without paper is now a realistic possibility.  The benefits 
of such devices are not in dispute.  They eliminate the expense of printing, the need to lug 
around hundreds of pounds of paper, and complexities of keeping track of completed surveys.  
Such technology also reduces the chore of data entry as enumerators can directly key 
information into the device.  Moreover, eliminating a few steps in the process helps minimize 
measurement error related to data entry and translation.  However, there are still multiple 
setbacks to using the technology in developing countries.   Many of the remote areas remain off 
the wireless grid, requiring devices to capture information and then asynchronously load it to a 
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website or stand-alone database.  PDAs run on batteries which, with frequent use, need to be 
replaced or recharged.  This requirement means field operators must either carry large 
quantities of batteries or a portable generator.  The technology and supplies are expensive, 
which in turn makes survey teams vulnerable to theft.  Even more importantly, the Kimetrica 
staff I interviewed indicated that while the technology is amazing, they have yet to find a device 
that can withstand the abuse of the field (Watkins, 2010).  The devices Kimetrica tested break 
when dropped, get filled with dust and no longer work, or are destroyed when enumerators are 
caught in a heavy downpour or when wading across a river or stream.  Moreover, if these 
devices operate asynchronously, if something happens to the machine before upload all the 
data can be lost in an instant.  While Kimetrica acknowledges that such devices are the wave of 
the future, until PDAs can stand up to the rigors of the field, the organization will continue to 
use old-fashioned paper.       
4.4.2.4  Weather/Inaccessibility 
In rural Kenya, the majority of roads remain unpaved.  During violent weather these roads 
often become impassable, making certain areas inaccessible.  In my case, heavy rains washed 
out the main bridge used to get to Katulya.  To complete my research I had to navigate a series 
of tricky logistics that in total took two days and hundreds of dollars to resolve, greatly 
shortening my time in the village (see Box 7).   
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Box 7: Managing the Unexpected 
During my second night in the field a sudden downpour washed out the bridge we 
needed to cross to get to Katulya.  As a consequence, to get to the community we had 
to take a circuitous back route that involved three hours on unbelievably bad roads.  
For transportation, the WFP had a UN 4-wheel drive Land Cruiser.  The Kimetrica team, 
however, only had a UN van that we brought down with us from Nairobi.  The van, 
nicknamed ‘Billie Jean’ by Kimetrica staff (the famous pop singer Michael Jackson had 
just passed away), could handle the shorter route, but proved a liability in the rougher 
terrain we needed to traverse on the longer route.  This second road (and I use that 
term liberally) was full of rocks and dangerous crossings.  We went over bridges nearly 
subsumed by the river.  We went up and down rocky hills.  We traversed major 
puddles and mud slicks.  ‘Billie Jean’ got stuck three times, requiring as many tows by 
the WFP land cruiser (affectionately nicknamed ‘the Beast’).  The carriage of the van 
scraped across rocks, and as we bumped through the air tilting on two wheels, we all 
held our breath hoping to make it round the next bend in the road.  In total that first 
day it took us five hours to get to Katulya. We basically got there and promptly had to 
return.  For security reasons the UN has a rule that all vehicles need to be back in the 
compound by 6:00 pm.   
 
With the bridge still out the next day, our UN van driver returned to Nairobi to swap 
out Billie Jean with a second Land Cruiser.  So as not to lose an entire day, I hired a 
local Matatu.  The Matutu is the name used for the vans used to transport commuters 
in the absence of a functioning public transportation system.  Matatu drivers are 
notorious for their crazy driving feats.  Despite many near misses, we didn’t get stuck 
and managed to get to the village by 10:00 am no worse for the wear.  By the third day 
we had the second Land Cruiser and the water had receded enough for us to take the 
more direct route.  In addition to lost time, the rental blew my carefully planned 
budget.   Given that the countryside operates on a cash basis and ATMs are non-
existent, it was not clear how I was going to pay for the additional expenses.  Luckily 
Kimetrica, used to such setbacks, was able to send from Nairobi a staff person with 
additional cash. 
 
4.5  DATA ANALYSIS 
4.5.1  Data Entry  
On completion of the enumeration process, I returned to Nairobi with the finished written 
copies of the survey instruments.  I paid Kimetrica staff to manage the data entry process.   
Kimetrica used their proprietary software Ki-metrics to digitize the hardcopy records.25  As 
                                                      
25
 Ki-Metrics is an online project management and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) tool that allows users to 
develop, implement, and record measurement systems, including surveys.   The purpose of Ki-metrics is to allow 
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experts in monitoring and evaluation (M&E) they use a double-entry verification process to 
transfer data from paper to database.  Each survey is hand-entered twice into the Ki-metrics 
system by different data entry professionals.  The software program then verifies that the 
entries match.  Any discrepancy between one answer and another is kicked out in a report and 
subsequently verified by reviewing the hard-copy survey. Once captured online, I downloaded 
the data to analyze using the statistical program SPSS. 
For the FGD analysis, I hired a Kamba translator to transcribe the audio tapes of the 
interviews.  I combined these data with my notes taken from each session.   To upload the 
ranking data (where FGD participants placed each household into a poverty bucket), I created 
an excel data entry spreadsheet, translating the scores from the hardcopy reports.  I did the 
initial upload and then hired an undergraduate back at CU to re-enter all the data for double-
entry verification.  These data, in turn, I loaded into SPSS for analysis.   
4.5.2  Data Cleaning 
Despite careful monitoring of the data collection process and despite double-entry 
verification, the data from the household surveys still needed to be cleaned. Not unexpectedly, 
by far the biggest issue lay with the consumption expenditure section of the survey.  To 
translate consumption data into kilocalories for construction of the poverty line, I needed to 
convert all recorded food items into standard measures (see section 4.6.1 ).   While in the field, 
I weighed various food items that were bought or sold or consumed in non-standard units of 
measures (e.g., a small heap of tomatoes), converting them into standard measures (most often 
                                                                                                                                                                           
non-specialist M&E, HR or program staff to build fully integrated systems for monitoring (including risk 
management) and evaluation (including impact measurement). 
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grams).26  My team also conducted informal market surveys, polling market traders to collect 
data on how items were packaged and sold.  I then used this information to fill in missing 
measures.  
While the survey asked for quantity and price, sometimes the interviewee would only 
provide one or the other. Often times I needed to derive a quantity based on the price or vice 
versa.  For instance, my informal market survey revealed that cooking fat is sold in 250 gram 
chunks for, on average, Ksh 50.   If a household only provided information that they spent Ksh 
100 on cooking fat, I deduced that they consumed 500 grams.  Since most products available in 
the market are packaged and sold in standard quantities and at relatively fixed prices, I could 
interrogate the data to find the average purchase price for a given package and from that 
translate back to a quantity.  
I faced a similar challenge with food items collected in liters or liquid weights.  For the 
calculation to work, I needed to translate this information into grams.  However, the translation 
between liters and grams is not a straightforward calculation, as much depends on the density 
of the liquid.  I made best guesses using various online sources that identified the densities for 
items such full-fat milk, vegetable oil, and alcohol.   Once again, despite the discursive 
“objectivity” of the measure put forth in policy circles, in practice, as the evaluator I 
unavoidably had to make a series of subjective decisions that influenced my outcome measure.  
In Chapter Five, I more systematically provide examples of this process in action.  
                                                      
26
 Based on survey and market data I assume that three items is a small heap and five items represent a large heap 
and have based the gram measurement on this number.  However, underscoring the margin for error in such a 
methodology, the actual size of the item will influence the weight.  For instance, five large tomatoes will weigh 
considerably more than 5 medium-sized tomatoes.  Wherever possible I used average weights.  Here is where 
statistics becomes more of an art rather than a science – there is a great deal of estimation and assumptions 
being made.   
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   Box 8: Measurement Challenges 
Measurement challenges….after the first day of enumeration, it became clear 
that households consumed many items in quantities that were not in standard 
weights and measures.  My team quickly learned that we would need to be 
diligent about recording the unit of measure and worry later about converting 
that unit into standard units (grams/kilograms).  While the enumerators 
conducted interviews, I ran around the market trying to understand how many 
tomatoes were in a ‘small heap,’ or what constituted the size and weight of an 
average basket of ‘kunde’ (leafy greens).  I also needed to better understand how 
things were packaged and sold in the market.  I learned that cooking fat is sold in 
50 gram pieces, that a large piece of soap is 120 grams, that a handful of sugar is 
approximately 125 grams, and that people buy paraffin in old 300 milliliter Coca 
Cola bottles.  Since the villagers tend to consume salt by tablespoons, one night 
at dinner I took a 200 gram package of salt purchased in the village for 5 shillings 
and measured it out by tablespoons!  
 
    Every night, my Kimetrica partner and I scoured the returning questionnaires 
for issues and inconsistencies. Where we found issues, we asked the enumerator 
to return to the household the following day for clarification.  In addition each 
night, we met with the enumerators and discussed problems and issues with the 
enumeration.  We had to agree on conversion factors for different 
measurements.  Obviously in a large-scale study, this attention to detail is 
impossible.  
4.5.3  Pricing Data 
In addition to completing data gaps in quantities of food consumption, I needed to fill in 
gaps in pricing data. This information is crucial to the poverty line calculation in that it tells one 
how much a given level of consumption costs.  Per the discussion above, most of these data 
emerged from the respondents themselves as they were asked to indicate the monetary value 
(Ksh) of any given quantity of an item consumed.  To supplement this information I conducted 
informal pricing surveys in the community and I leveraged the April 2010 Makueni marketing 
survey published by World Vision International.   
As I cleaned the data, I noticed several discrepancies between sources.  For instance, the 
average price of rice emerging from household survey response data was much higher than 
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that quoted in World Vision’s April 2010 market survey.  Conversely, the average price of 
potatoes was markedly lower vis-à-vis the World Vision price.     
Differences between market survey data and information derived from household 
questionnaires is not unusual (Capéau & Dercon, 2006; Gibson & Rozelle, 2003).  There are 
several reasons for the discrepancies.  First, household survey data tend to contain significant 
measurement error due to issues that arise from participant recall, enumerator reporting and 
recording, and data entry mistakes (Smith & Subandoro, 2007).  Since my survey collected both 
price and quantity data, I compounded the chance of error.  For instance, a respondent may 
have remembered purchasing a 200 gram bag of salt for Ksh 5, but only consumed 50 grams of 
that purchase during the week in question.   A large part of the cleaning exercise involved 
ensuring that, within the dataset, the relationship between price and quantity made logical 
sense.  
To standardize my highly statistical yet imperfect methodological practice, I took a closer 
look at items where the weight/price ratio fell outside two standard deviations.  For these 
anomalies, I made two types of adjustments.  First, I corrected obvious typos such as where an 
enumerator put in 250 kilos instead of .25 kilos (made obvious by the price they paid).  Second, 
where the issue was less clear, I substituted original figures with average weights and/or prices 
for the given food item.27 
                                                      
27
 I followed a standard process to create averages for missing data replacement.  First I determined whether or 
not there was enough information in the household survey results to derive an average price.  If there was enough 
price information on a given item from other households, I would calculate the average price.  Before using that 
price, I would check the WV market survey.  In cases where that average price varied greatly from the information 
provided by the market survey, I took the average of the two sources.  For some items there was not enough 
household information to calculate an average price and the item was in turn not part of the market survey.  For 
these cases, I sent a list of the items to my World Vision contact in Makueni to get a price point.  
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My experience in the field demonstrates how difficult it is to collect detailed consumption 
and expenditure information. First, often those interviewed do not remember with precision 
what they purchased and consumed in the last week, month or year.  Several studies show that 
recall is a notoriously inaccurate measure (Gibson & Kim, 2010; Groves, 1989; Scott & 
Amenuvegbe, 1990).    Second, the quality (and quantity) of the responses is subject to the skills 
of the enumerator.  Well trained enumerators probe and get the respondents to remember all 
types of consumption that they do not freely offer up on their own.  For instance, a family 
might indicate that they cooked porridge twice in the week.  A savvy enumerator learns to ask if 
they used cooking fat in the preparation.  As a result, the quality of the surveys can vary 
tremendously.  Training enumerators to become adept at the conversion and to continuously 
apply this type of investigative detail is prohibitively expensive.  And even so, the sheer number 
of possibilities of food items and the shapes and sizes in which they can be measured, 
purchased and consumed makes this type of measurement questionable at best.  Yet, the end 
product, the poverty line, effectively obscures the complexity involved in its calculation.   
4.6  CONSTRUCTING THE POVERTY MEASURES 
In this section, I discuss the methodology used to create each of my four poverty measures:  
i.) a consumption-based poverty line; ii.) an asset-based composite index; iii.) a community 
wealth ranking; and iv.) a self-reflective poverty assessment.   
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4.6.1  Expenditure-Based Poverty Line 
Expenditure-based poverty lines, often referred to as “cost of basic needs” lines, are based 
on the premise that individuals require a certain amount of consumption to sustain a healthy 
lifestyle (World Bank, 2005).  This type of poverty line identifies the consumption bundle 
needed to cover one’s basic needs and then estimates the cost of that bundle.  Obviously, there 
is much contention over what constitutes an individual’s basic needs.  Indeed, as discussed in 
Chapter Two, like poverty, the concept of basic needs is a social construction.   
Despite being socially determined, it is nutritional science that underpins the poverty line.  
The belief is that a lack of food (or variation in foodstuffs) will lead to nutrient depletion 
resulting in slowed skeletal growth, loss of muscle mass and loss of body fat (Hoddinott, 2001).  
As telltale indicators of poor nutritional health, these deteriorating conditions point to a lack of 
“basic needs.”  To measure nutrition levels, the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
calculates what it calls “food energy requirements” based on kilocalories.  The food energy 
requirement is the number of kilocalories an individual needs “to balance energy expenditure in 
order to maintain body size, body composition and a level of necessary and desirable physical 
activity consistent with long-term good health” (FAO, 2001, p. 4).  Collaborating with the World 
Health Organization (WHO), the FAO developed a standardized set of estimates of energy 
requirements for classes of the population based on gender, age, body size, and physical 
activity.  These averages look at the rate at which people of these different classes metabolize 
energy (use kilocalories).  For details on how these equations are derived (see WHO 1985). I 
used these standard caloric intake measures to estimate my food poverty line.  It is important 
to note however that these caloric estimates are averages (Hoddinott, 2001).  The actual 
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required caloric consumption needed to maintain a healthy weight reflect individual 
characteristics such as age, sex, weight, body composition, illness, genetic traits, climate, and 
activity levels, to name a few (Hoddinott, 2001).  Moreover, the standard measures provide 
little information on the nutritional value of different types of foodstuffs.  Despite these 
limitations, practitioners consider these measures best practice (WHO, 1985).   
Generally, the bundle of goods required to meet an individual’s basic needs include not just 
food, but non-food consumables and assets.28  For instance, part of one’s basic needs might 
include resources such as shelter, medicines, and clothing.  As such, these expenditures are also 
included in the measurement of the poverty line.  The food component, however, is the most 
complicated part of the calculation.  Therefore, I will first describe the food component and 
then conclude with the additions of the non-food consumables and asset components.    
Below, I outline the steps used to construct my poverty line.  For the purposes of this 
analysis, I followed the procedures outlined by Smith & Subandoro (2007) which is 
representative of the industry.   To construct the food poverty line, I took the following steps:  
- Convert all consumption figures into kilocalories  
- Calculate each household’s average daily caloric consumption 
- Calculate each household’s Adult Equivalent measure 
- Calculate each household’s percent caloric consumption met 
- Calculate each household’s daily expenditures on food items 
 
I describe these steps in the next several sections. 
4.6.1.1  Conversion to Kilocalories 
During the data cleaning process I transformed all disparate quantities and measures into 
common units (e.g., grams).  I then needed to translate these gram measurements into 
                                                      
28
 Non-food consumables are small items that you use up such as medicines, soap, lotions, etc. 
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kilocalories.  Several organizations have put together lists of foodstuffs and the concomitant 
nutrition that they provide.  The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) arguably 
houses the most extensive database of food nutritional information.29  However, the 
information in this database focuses on foodstuffs grown and raised for the US market. 
Variables such as the size, weight, and water content of different fruits, vegetables, and animals 
all impact the amount of kilocalories found in a given quantity of an item.  These factors vary 
geographically due to differences in climate, soil content, and farming practices, for example 
(Leung, Busson, & Jardin, 1968).  Therefore, one expects varying nutritional measures between 
food markets in rural Kenya and the United States.  For instance, whereas in Kenya chickens are 
range-fed (by necessity) and scrawny with little extra fat, those in the United States are plump 
and often fed additives.  So we can assume that 100 grams of a US chicken will provide more 
energy (kilocalories) than that of 100 grams of a Kenyan chicken.   In the below excerpt, an FAO 
report highlights some of these challenges.   
 For example, the analyses used for making the present table have shown 
that moisture content in raw cassava tubers varies from 45.9 to 85.3 
percent, the corresponding food energy going from 215 to 52 calories per 
100 grams edible portion. The moisture content of raw yam varies from 56.3 
to 78.6 percent, sweet potato from 59.0 to 78.5 percent, plantain from 52.9 
to 77.6 percent. Fish considered as dried may contain from 5.2 (butter fish) 
to 33.5 (mullet) percent moisture.  There is no doubt, therefore, that 
representative determination of moisture content should be made 
wherever possible, at least for starchy roots and tubers, leafy green 
vegetables, cereals, and processed fish, to allow for current local conditions. 
(Leung, Busson, & Jardin, 1968, p. Appendix 2) 
 
The issues involved in caloric measurement greatly increase the risk of measurement error, 
reducing the accuracy of the final poverty line.  Yet, since these issues are hidden in the 
                                                      
29
 The database can be downloaded from the following site:  
http://www.ars.usda.gov/Services/docs.htm?docid=18879.  Last accessed November 2010. 
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calculation of the line, they are seldom raised.  Once again, these problems point to a 
disconnect between the discourse of the poverty line as the “gold standard” and the inaccurate 
reality of its calculation.  Given the inconsistencies, I relied on a combination of different 
sources of food nutritional data to perform my calculations.   
The most detailed resource of nutrition for African foodstuffs that I found is on the FAO 
website in a table called Food Composition Table for Use in Africa.30  However, these 
measurements were carried out in 1968.  Similar to the challenges posed by geography, time 
may also result in changes to soil, climate or farming practices, which over long periods can 
potentially render these measures inaccurate.  A second source of African nutritional data is an 
FAO training document that derives kilocalories for various African foodstuffs based on a 1988 
study by West, Pepping, & Temalilwa (1988).31  While more recent, this source is limited in the 
scope of the foodstuffs it covers and is far from complete.  Finally, Kimetrica provided me with 
nutritional information they used for a similar survey in Zambia in 2008. In this case, the data 
are much more recent; however, the sources of Kimetrica’s measures were not well 
documented so I was hesitant to use this information in isolation.32  Given that each source has 
drawbacks, where there were multiple measures for a given food item, I took the average of 
different sources as the basis of my calculations.  
                                                      
30
 http://www.fao.org/docrep/003/x6877e/X6877E00.htm), last accessed 10 December 2010 
31
 In this case, the measures are more recent, but I could not locate the actual source document, so I was hesitant 
to rely solely on these measures http://www.fao.org/docrep/w0078e/w0078e11.htm#P9840_707166, last 
accessed 10 Dec. 2010 
32
 It appears as though they used a combination of sources as well.  Some figures matched those I found in various 
sources.  Others were different and I do not know the source. 
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4.6.1.2  Household Daily Caloric Intake 
All the sources of nutritional information discussed above list the data by 100 grams 
consumed.  So to get the total kilocalories consumed per food item, I multiplied the gram 
weight consumed by the household by the kilocalories provided by 100 grams of that item and 
then divided by 100.  Table 2 shows weekly consumption by a sample household.   For each 
item, I had the grams consumed during the week (obtained from my survey data) and the 
kilocalories per 100g (obtained from the nutritional source lists).  To calculate the total 
kilocalories provided by the first food item on the list (cooking oil), I used the following formula: 
Kilocal Cooking Oil Consumed (3,568) = (400*892)/100 
Table 2: Sample Household Caloric Intake 
 Food Item Grams Consumed Kilocal Per 100g Kilocal of Consumption 
Cooking oil                     400 892 3,568 
Cow pea - grain                 6000 331 19,860 
Cow pea - leaves (kunde)        2500 37 925 
Maize grain                     3500 359 12,565 
Onions  2155 35 754 
Tomatoes  2214 19 421 
Yellow Peas 2000 144 2,880 
Total kilocalories consumed by household in one week 40,973 
Total kilocalories consumed by household in one day  5,853 
 
In the above example, the total kilocalories consumed by the household in one week were 
40,973 kilocalories.  To find the average daily household consumption, I simply divided this 
number by seven to arrive at 5,853 kilocalories. 
Once I had these numbers for every household in my survey, I then needed to see whether 
or not this was enough food to sustain basic needs per the guidelines provided by the WHO and 
FAO. 
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4.6.1.3  Household Adult Equivalents 
To answer the question of whether a household was getting enough food to sustain basic 
needs, I needed to compare my results with established average daily caloric intake 
requirements.  Yet, my household measure did not provide enough granularity.  For instance, a 
household with ten members will require more calories per day than a household of three.  
Likewise, a household of four adult males in the prime of life will require more calories than a 
household of four elderly females.   To accommodate these differences, I calculated each 
household’s adult equivalent scale.  Adult Equivalent Scales measure how much an individual 
household member of a given age and sex contributes to a household’s energy requirements 
(Tedford, Capps, & Havlicek, 1986).   In effect, they create an index using an adult male as the 
reference household member.  To calculate the adult equivalents by household, I used the daily 
caloric intakes by age and sex recommended by FAO and the WHO as published in Hoddinott 
(2001). 
Age group  Kilocalories per day 
Young Children       
<1 820 820    
1–2  1,150    
2–3  1,350    
3–5  1,550    
Older Children  Boys      Girls   
5–7  1,850 1,750   
7–10  2,100 1,800   
10–12   2,200 1,950   
12–14   2,400 2,100   
14–16  2,650 2,150   
16–18   2,850 2,150   
Men (activity level) Light Moderate Heavy 
18–30  2,600 3,000 3,550 
30–60   2,500 2,900 3,400 
>60  2,100 2,450 2,850 
Women (activity level) Light Moderate Heavy 
18–30   2,000 2,100 2,350 
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Age group  Kilocalories per day 
30–60   2,050 2,150 2,400 
>60  1,850 1,950 2,150 
--- reproduced from Hoddinott 2001, pg. 33 
Figure 5: Recommended Daily Caloric Intake 
For each member of a given household, I divided the required kilocalories (based on the 
FAO chart) by the reference category of average kilocalories required for an adult male 
between 30-60 years of age.  As recommended by Hoddinot (2001), to determine the 
kilocalories for the reference male, I averaged the kilocalories of light (2,500) and moderate 
(2,900) activity to arrive at 2,700 kilocalories.   The resulting index provided the percent 
contribution of consumption for each member of the family. I then aggregated these numbers 
by household to obtain the total daily adult equivalents for the household. Table 3 
demonstrates the calculation of a household’s adult equivalent value.  In the example, the 
household contains four members which, when translated into adult equivalents, represent 
3.63 adult males. The calculation for the first member’s adult equivalent is as follows: 
0.78 = (2100/2700) 
Table 3: Sample Household Adult Equivalent Scale 
ID Gender Age FAO daily kilocal req. Adult Equivalent 
K001_1 Female 50 2100 0.78 
K001_2 Male   18 2800 1.04 
K001_3 Female 13 2100 0.78 
K001_4 Male   21 2800 1.04 
Total for HH K001 3.63 
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4.6.1.4  Caloric Consumption Met 
After calculating the total number of kilocalories consumed by each household and the 
household adult equivalents, I examined whether each household met the nutritional standards 
put out by the FAO/WHO.   I found the calories each household required (Reqcals) by 
multiplying the household adult equivalent (AdultEquiv) number by the calories recommended 
for an adult male (RefMale).  Following our sample household, this number is 9,800 kilocalories.  
 
Reqcals = AdultEquiv *RefMale 
9800 = 3.63*2700 
 
To see to what extent the sample household met these requirements (PctKilcalsMet), I 
divided the household’s daily kilocalorie consumption derived from the survey data 
(HHDailyKiloCals) by the required household consumption per FAO (Recals) and multiplied by 
100.  For our sample household this figure equals 59.73 percent.  The household falls well short 
of the 9,800 kilocalories that it requires according to the FAO/WHO caloric intake charts.   
 
PctKilcalsMet:  (HHDailyKiloCals/Reqcals)*100 = 
59.73% = (5,853/9800)*100 
 
When I calculated these figures in aggregate for the entire sample, the data indicated that, 
on average, the households in Katulya were exceeding the recommended daily kilocalories 
needed for a healthy lifestyle (see Table 4).  Given the relatively small size of my sample, the 
mean “percent met” figure of 125.5 percent may have been unduly influenced by wealthy 
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households with high daily caloric consumption.  However, the median “percent met” was still 
above 100 at 103.4 percent.   Looking at this statistic by counts of households revealed that 
over half the sample (54 percent) met or exceeded their daily required caloric consumption.  
Perhaps this result is not surprising given that the WFP delivered food the week prior, which 
was the reference week for food consumption.  Thus, the numbers are likely biased upwards. 
Table 4: Average Caloric Intake for Katulya 
No. Households Median Mean Std Dev 
82 103.44 125.47 95.50 
 
Figure 6 plots a histogram of the average calories consumed by a household adjusted by 
adult equivalents.  Looking more closely at those households in the right tail (those consuming 
large quantities of kilocalories), I found that seven out of the ten households consuming the 
most calories were single households or those consisting of a small number of members.  One 
explanation for this anomaly is measurement error arising from enumerator confusion with the 
questionnaire. The survey first asked respondents to record items and quantities of food 
purchased in the past week and then went on to record what households had actually 
consumed from various sources such as purchases, home production, or food  aid.  Field 
experience leads me to believe that these participants were reporting what they produced or 
received from food aid in the past week rather than indicating the portion of that 
production/receipt that they actually consumed.    I did not have enough information to adjust 
for these anomalies and therefore have left them unchanged. 
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Figure 6: Average Calories Consumed Adjusted by Adult Equivalents 
 
4.6.1.5  Daily Expenditure Calculation 
The final step in the computation of the food poverty line was to determine the average 
daily household food expenditures necessary to meet the required daily kilocalorie 
consumption (Foster, Greer, & Thorbecke, 1984; Ravillion, 1998).  In other words, for Katulya, I 
needed to understand the cost (or the amount of money) required for a household to consume 
the bundle of food (or kilocalories) needed to maintain a healthy lifestyle.  This average cost 
became the food expenditure poverty line for Katulya.   The calculation involved finding each 
household’s daily full expenditure and then calculating an average expenditure based on those 
households who were closest to meeting 100 percent of the required daily kilocalories (Foster, 
Greer, & Thorbecke, 1984). 
To calculate the daily full expenditure, I simply aggregated the household’s food item 
expenditures for the week and divide by seven days.  To determine the community poverty line, 
I found the ten households closest to meeting 100 percent of the required daily kilocalories and 
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divided their daily full expenditure by their household adult equivalent figure (see Table 5).  The 
average expenditure by adult equivalent became the food poverty line for the community. This 
number represents the amount of money required to meet the minimum dietary needs given 
current preferences and prices in this community.   My calculations revealed a food poverty line 
of Ksh 37.31 per day, about 47 cents in USD.  Box 9 describes some issues I ran into arriving at 
this figure and demonstrates again how, as a researcher, I had to make a subjective decision on 
how to move forward. 
Box 9: Decisions, Decisions 
Decisions, decisions…..When I first calculated the food poverty line, I noticed that my 
average was biased upwards by one household with unusually large daily 
expenditures. My mean value was Ksh 51.06 while the median value was only Ksh 
34.26.  Eliminating this outlier, the mean value dropped to a more reasonable Ksh 
34.03.  Dropping this outlier makes my data better behaved, but does it make sense? 
When I looked back through the data, I noticed that the high consumption was an 
anomaly due to a data entry error on of all things the price of beer!  I decided to 
correct the data issue rather than drop the outlier.  The resulting mean was Ksh 33.91 
and median of Ksh 31.31.  These initial numbers seemed low to me, particularly in light 
of the fact that the WFP had delivered food during the consumption reference week.  
After thinking about the issue and conferring with colleagues, I realized that I failed to 
value or include in the expenditure calculation goods produced at home.  Including 
prices for this consumption, my numbers came out to what I quote in Table 5 (Ksh 
37.31).  My experience underscores the reality that while cloaked in statistical 
objectivity, statisticians are constantly making subjective decisions that greatly impact 
any given set of results. 
 
While food is a dominant component of a poverty line, as discussed above, consumption 
also includes non-food consumables and assets.  To provide a more accurate picture of total 
consumption, I incorporated this information into the poverty line calculation.   What I call the 
“loaded” poverty line in Table 5 includes expenditures on assets and non-food consumables.    
In my survey, in addition to food expenditures, I collected information on assets purchased over 
the prior year and on non-food consumables purchased over the prior month.  The reference 
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periods (year and month, respectively) selected for recall are subject to debate (Bekure, 1983; 
ILO, 1983); however, those I selected are common when doing this type of calculation (Watkins, 
2010).  
To get a daily expenditure number, I summed the assets for a given household and divided 
by 365 days.  Similarly, for the non-food consumables, I summed the total non-food 
consumables for a household and divided by 30 days.  Then I simply added the daily household 
food expenditure number to that of the assets and non-food consumables to arrive at a loaded 
expenditure figure.  The loaded poverty line figure for Katulya came to Ksh 56.27.  This average 
falls right within the 40-60 shillings per day band that represents the average poverty line for 
rural Kenya.33  
Table 5: Calculation of the Poverty Line 
Households closest to  
meeting 100% kilocalorie 
requirements 
Original food-only 
expenditures  per Adult 
Equivalent (see Box 9) 
Adjusted food-only 
expenditures  per Adult 
Equivalent 
Loaded (food+ durables+ 
assets) expenditures per 
Adult Equivalent 
105.7 32.78 32.18 42.19 
104.92 26.42 45.57 67.18 
104.54 45.53 28.84 35.46 
104.23 38.68 41.34 84.17 
103.76 26.16 35.27 56.77 
103.13 29.83 31.38 41.95 
102.93 41.66 40.24 71.65 
100.41 26.47 46.38 55.76 
96.55 44.2 39.28 42.15 
96.18 27.36 32.66 65.38 
Average 33.91 37.31 56.27 
 
                                                      
33
 Kimetrica’s experience calculating such poverty lines places the average line for rural Kenya between KSh 40 and 
Ksh 60.  The National Rural Poverty line adjusted for inflation now stands at Ksh 88.95, significantly higher.  
However, the national line is for a broad geographical distribution rather than a place-specified community.  
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In Chapter Seven, I describe how the poverty line I created compares to other common 
poverty lines used in development in Kenya (e.g. Kenyan national rural food and loaded poverty 
lines, $1/day figure, etc.).    In the next section, I discuss the process and calculations performed 
to create my second poverty measure, an asset-based composite index. 
4.6.2  Asset-based Composite Index 
Composite indices aggregate multiple indicators of poverty (e.g., health, education, assets) 
into a single index.  Generally, the indicators are gathered using a one-page, simple 
questionnaire.  However, the weights or relative importance of each indicator are frequently 
statically derived via multivariate regression or principal component analysis (see Vyas & 
Kumaranayake, 2006).   Common composite indices include CGAP’s poverty assessment tool 
(PAT), demographic and health surveys (DHS), and the CASHPOR’s housing index (Zeller M. , 
2004). For my comparative analysis, I used the Grameen Foundation’s Progress out of Poverty 
Index (PPI).    
4.6.2.1  Composite Index: Progress out of Poverty Index 
The Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI) was created by the Grameen Foundation as a simple 
poverty score card to be used by development organizations to conduct beneficiary targeting, 
poverty measurement at a point in time, and poverty measurement over time.  Proponents of 
the PPI argue that it balances accuracy in measuring poverty versus simplicity (Chen, Schreiner, 
& Woller, 2008). The index uses ten categorical indicators that are easy for field staff to collect 
and calculate. Its benefits include reduced measurement error, lower cost of implementation, 
and ease of use.  The complex calculations performed to arrive at the set of indicators and their 
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associated scores (weights) are done in advance by the PPI designers.   For each country, the 
designers use Logit regression models on national household survey data to determine which 
indicators correlate most highly with poverty.  From this analysis they derive the selection of 
questions and the points or weights assigned to each question. The ten indicators used vary 
from country to country, making them more geographically and culturally relevant.34   Finally, to 
test the accuracy of the scorecard the designers use bootstrapped data from a separate 
subsample of the household survey data (for more details see Chen et al. 2008).    
For Kenya, the ten indicators are as follows.  A copy of the PPI survey and the points 
assigned to each answer can be found in Appendix II. 
- # of household members 25 or younger 
- # of household members 6-17 who are currently attending school35  
- Material of walls 
- Toilet facility type 
- TV ownership 
- Sofa ownership 
- Stove ownership 
- Radio ownership 
- Bicycle ownership 
- Number of cattle owned 
 
Each question in the scorecard is worth a certain amount of points.  For instance, if the 
household owns a TV they get 16 points; if they do not own a TV they get zero points.  Each 
household’s PPI score represents the sum of points for all questions.  These scores range from 
                                                      
34
 In Kenya, Chen et al. (2008) did not create separate regional breakouts.  They point to evidence from India and 
Mexico  (Schreiner, 2006; Schriener, 2005), Sri Lanka (Narayan & Yoshida, 2005), and Jamaica (Grosh & Baker, 
2005) that suggests that creating different scorecards by rural/urban designation does not substantially improve 
accuracy.   
35
 In my survey, I do not directly ask this question.  I derived these data by looking at primary occupation, ‘working 
in last seven days’ and ‘reasons for not working in last seven days.’ 
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zero to 100.  The lower the score, the more likely a household is to fall below a poverty line and 
thus to be considered poor. These scores, however, are only relative units. To get data that can 
be compared to a specific poverty line, the scores must be converted into poverty likelihoods or 
probabilities.   
The PPI architects, Chen et al. (2008), provide lookup tables by poverty line (see Table 6). 
These tables provide a probability (or likelihood) that a household in a given PPI bucket will fall 
below a given poverty line.36   So, for instance, for households in the 0-4 PPI bucket, there is a 
ten percent likelihood that household daily expenditures will fall below the $1/day poverty line 
and a 63.1 percent likelihood that expenditures will fall below the Kenya National Food line, 
and so forth. 
Table 6: PPI Poverty Likelihoods by Poverty Line 
PPI Bucket 
% likelihood of household having a daily expenditure below a given poverty line. 
$1/Day Kenya National Food $2/day Kenya National Loaded 
0-4 10.0 63.1 63.4 81.2 
5-9 5.1 40.1 45.8 71.6 
10-14 6.3 51.1 49.7 66.1 
15-19 5.7 37.7 39.4 58.1 
20-24 2.8 27.9 27.7 53.9 
25-29 1.1 31.5 30.8 51.2 
30-34 3.2 23.4 24 43.7 
35-39 3 18.8 21.1 35.4 
40-44 0.9 11.3 14.8 32.8 
45-49 1 10.8 12.6 27.3 
                                                      
36 The reference tables are based on non-parametric calibrations that look at the share of people from the 1997 
Welfare Monitoring Survey (WMS) calibration sample who have the PPI bucket score and who are below a given 
poverty line.  At the time of analysis, the 1997 WMS was the most recent national expenditure survey available.  
For example, in their calibration sample, there were 4,246 households who scored a PPI of 0-4 points.  Of these 
households, 3,449 had expenditures falling below the Kenyan National Poverty Line.  Therefore, the estimated 
poverty likelihood associated with a PPI score of 0-4 is 81.2percent (3,449/4,246 = 81.2percent) (See Chen et al. 
2008, pg 25).  
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PPI Bucket 
% likelihood of household having a daily expenditure below a given poverty line. 
$1/Day Kenya National Food $2/day Kenya National Loaded 
50-54 0 12 19.9 26.8 
55-59 0 9.3 12.5 21.4 
60-64 0 10.6 11.3 19.6 
65-69 0 60 0.6 9.6 
70-74 0 1.1 1.1 2.9 
75-79 0 2.7 2.7 6.7 
80-84 0 0 0 0.5 
85-89 0 0 0 1.5 
95-100 0 0 0 0 
My original intent was to compare these likelihood ratios to the actual ratios found in 
Katulya.   To do this, I first calculated each household’s raw PPI score and then binned the 
households using the same groupings as Chen et al. (2008).    Table 7 shows the binned PPI 
scores by beneficiary status. 
Table 7: Households Binned by PPI Poverty Score and Beneficiary Status 
PPI Bucket 
  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# HH % 
# 
HH % 
# 
HH % 
0-4 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
5-9 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
10-14 5 13.2 0 .0 5 6.1 
15-19 6 15.8 1 2.3 7 8.5 
20-24 5 13.2 4 9.1 9 11.0 
25-29 2 5.3 4 9.1 6 7.3 
30-34 6 15.8 2 4.5 8 9.8 
35-39 1 2.6 7 15.9 8 9.8 
40-44 2 5.3 4 9.1 6 7.3 
45-49 3 7.9 7 15.9 10 12.2 
50-54 2 5.3 2 4.5 4 4.9 
55-59 3 7.9 4 9.1 7 8.5 
60-64 1 2.6 2 4.5 3 3.7 
65-69 1 2.6 0 .0 1 1.2 
70-74 1 2.6 2 4.5 3 3.7 
75-79 0 .0 2 4.5 2 2.4 
80-84 0 .0 1 2.3 1 1.2 
85-89 0 .0 1 2.3 1 1.2 
90-94 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
95-100 0 .0 1 2.3 1 1.2 
Total: 38 100 44 100 82 100 
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The next step was to convert these scores to poverty likelihoods using the Chen et al. (2008) 
lookup tables.   However, I ran into several problems making the direct comparison.  First, the 
PPI documentation does not distinguish between rural and urban poverty lines.   The overall 
national food and loaded lines are much higher than that of the rural lines, making a 
comparison unfeasible.  I then turned to the international lines ($1/day and $2/day).  However, 
to do the comparison, I needed to bring the Chen et al. (2008) lines to inflation-adjusted 2010 
prices.  In doing so, I again ran into problems.  I could not simply use the readily available 
annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) scores to make the adjustments, for the calculation of the 
CPI (the basket of goods) changed in the early 2000’s, making logical comparisons impossible. 
For more information on this process see Chapter 7.   I wrote to the authors of the PPI manual 
and they are in the process of bringing the look-up tables up to date; however, these are not 
yet available.  While it is unfortunate that I was not able to make a direct comparison, I was 
able to run correlations between the different measures.  The results of these findings are 
presented in Chapter Seven. 
4.6.3  Participatory Wealth Ranking  
As discussed in Chapter Two, community or participatory wealth ranking (PWR) is a form of 
participatory rural appraisal (PRA) that leverages community knowledge to identify poor 
households.  To construct the PWR, I used the ranking data collected during the FGDs.  These 
interviews provided me with twenty separate rankings for each of the 82 households in my 
sample. 
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To average the 20 rankings into a single score per household (for comparison to my other 
poverty measures) I tried three approaches: i) turning the categorical poverty measure into a 
scale variable; ii) leaving the poverty measure as a category and finding the median value; and 
iii) converting the measure to a scale variable and then re-bucketing into a categorical measure 
for the comparative analysis.  The next few sections discuss these different options. 
4.6.3.1  Converting categorical poverty buckets into scale variables 
Following a procedure similar to Van Campenhout (2006), I converted my poverty bucket 
scores from a categorical variable (very poor, poor, average, and wealthy) to a scale variable.  
To do so, I assigned each poverty bucket a number, starting with “1” for the poorest poverty 
class and ending with “4” for the wealthiest poverty class.  To determine each score, I simply 
divided the assigned number by the total number of poverty classes.  For example, if the first 
informant assigned the first household in the list a categorical bucket of “Very Poor,” the score 
for this household by this informant would be 1/4 or 0.25.  Table 8 demonstrates this 
conversion process. 
Table 8: Conversion of categorical poverty buckets into scale variables 
Household ID FGD participant #1 FGD participant #2 FGD participant #3 FGD participant #4 
HH #1 Very Poor = 0.25 Poor = 0.5 Poor = 0.5 Poor = 0.5 
HH #2 Poor = 0.5 Very Poor = 0.25 Poor = 0.5 Average = .75 
HH #3 Wealthy = 1 Wealthy = 1 Wealthy = 1 Wealthy = 1 
HH #82 Average = 0.75 Poor = 0.5 Average = 0.75 Average = 0.75 
 
To calculate each household’s raw score, I simply summed the scores for each household 
across all informant rankings.  However, since not all informants ranked all households, I 
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divided this raw score by the number of rankings to normalize the data.37  For instance, if only 
17 out of the twenty focus group participants provided a ranking for household #1, I divided the 
total score of household #1 by 17.  Each household had four separate scores: a total score 
based on the rankings of all focus groups, a youth score based on the rankings of the youth 
focus group, a women’s score, and a men’s score.   
Table 9 shows average and median scores by focus group.  It also shows the total number of 
ranks going into each average.   
Table 9: Average and Median household scores by Focus Group and Beneficiary Status 
 Focus 
Group 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
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All FGDs 652 0.52 0.51 0.08 663 0.54 0.56 0.12 1315 0.53 0.54 0.1 
Youth 178 0.58 0.59 0.11 169 0.67 0.67 0.12 347 0.63 0.63 0.12 
Women 200 0.5 0.49 0.08 219 0.5 0.53 0.12 419 0.5 0.52 0.1 
Men 274 0.48 0.49 0.1 275 0.5 0.52 0.14 549 0.5 0.51 0.13 
 
One concern of using this method is that the distribution of the rankings will be non-normal, 
making statistical comparisons difficult.  Unlike other researchers who have done similar 
studies (Van Campenhout, 2006), my distributions are fairly normally distributed.  Figure 7 
shows the frequency distribution of scores by total ranks. 
 
                                                      
37
 Some informants (in particular the youth) did not necessarily know the household and therefore could not 
provide a rank. 
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Figure 7: Frequency of Scores by Total Ranks 
 
4.6.3.2  Finding the average household score using the median rank 
Adams et al. (1997) compare poverty measures keeping the PWR score as a categorical 
variable.  However, in their case, the authors only had a single group ranking per household.  If 
there are multiple scores for a single household (as in my case), the challenge becomes how to 
convert or average these multiple scores into a single score for comparison.  One way to do so 
is by finding the median rank value.   For instance, if twelve people ranked a household poor, 
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five people ranked it average, and none ranked it very poor or wealthy, you take the final 
household ranking as  poor since the most people ranked it as poor.   However, it is challenging 
for the researcher to determine the bucket when the numbers do not show a clear winner (e.g., 
six vote poor, six vote average, and three vote wealthy).  In the cases where my data did not 
show a clear winner, I biased downward, choosing the lower score.  As we will see, this method 
tracks well with the other option for categorical comparison described below.  
4.6.3.3  Re-bucketing using mid-points 
A third option for comparison is to convert the poverty buckets to a scale variable to get a 
single value and then re-categorize into poverty buckets.  This re-bucketing, however, is not a 
straightforward calculation.  Once the average scores are calculated, one can no longer use the 
original bucket values (e.g., .25, .5. .75 and 1).   If I re-bucket based on the original bucket 
values, the sample is biased upwards.  Households will only fall into the lowest bucket when all 
informants rank at the lowest level.  It is possible to instead cut the data into four equal buckets 
at the 25th, 50th and 75th percentiles.  However, placing an equal amount of households into 
each bucket intuitively does not make sense.   
After a discussion with colleagues in the field, I decided the best way to re-categorize was 
based on mid-points.  I took the mid-points between buckets as the new bucket maximum (e.g., 
[.25+.5]/2 = .375). Table 10 shows the values of the recalculated buckets.   
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Table 10: New Poverty Bucket Thresholds 
Category Name Original Bucket New Bucket 
Very Poor 0-.25 0-.375 
Poor >.25-.5 >.375-.625 
Average >. 5-.75 >.625-.875 
Wealthy >.75 -1 >.875-1 
Re-bucketing by mid-points in fact produced answers very similar to those obtained by 
finding the median value.  Only four out of the 82 households had different scores. 
4.7  COMPARING THE POVERTY MEASURES 
In the above sections, I described the calculation of three out of my four poverty measures.  
The fourth, a self-reflective poverty ranking, came in the form of a question on the survey that 
simply asked respondents whether or not they considered their household poor.  Once I had a 
poverty line, composite index, participatory wealth ranking, and self-reflective scores for each 
of my households, I needed to find a common denominator by which to compare them.  To 
compare the scores, I first tried to use a rank scale by placing all 82 households in order by their 
score.  In theory, this method should provide each household with three rankings, one per 
poverty methodology (expenditure method, composite method and PWR method).   So, for 
instance, Household #K072 might be ranked 76th by the expenditure method, 55th by the 
composite method, and 62nd by the PWR method.  Theoretically, I could then compare the 
absolute distances between each household’s three scores to determine how closely the 
measures fare in providing similar answers.    
However, I ran into problems when trying to create rankings for the composite, PWR, and 
self-reflective measures.  The reason is that these two methods produced multiple households 
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with the same score.   For example, in Table 11, if my sample only contained three households, 
by the expenditure method, I would rank household A as first, representing the wealthiest 
household (since it has the highest score).  Similarly, Household B would be ranked 2nd and 
Household C would be ranked 3rd.   With the composite method, Households A and C both end 
up with the same score, and I therefore do not have enough information to determine who 
should be ranked first and second.  I ran into similar issues with the PWR and self-reflective 
rankings. 
Table 11: Sample Rank Scores by Poverty Measurement Method 
 Expenditure Method Composite Method PWR Method 
HH ID Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 
A 71.65 1 56 (1 or 2) .51 (2 or 3) 
B 30.53 2 32 3 .51 (2 or 3) 
C 22.75 3 56 (1 or 2) .76 1 
Note: I did not include the self-reflective measure in this table since, in my survey, this measure came in the binary 
form of ‘yes’ or ‘no’.  In future studies I will make this question parallel with the PWR category rankings to maintain 
equivalence. 
To accommodate this issue, I binned the results into equal percentiles.  For each measure, I 
divided the scale variable into ten equal percentile buckets, each containing approximately 
eight households.   I then ran correlations to compare the pairwise associations between the 
different poverty measures.  In this way, I was able to statistically examine how often the same 
households fell into the same buckets.     
4.8  CONCLUSION 
This chapter focuses on detailing the methodology used to select a research site, design 
instruments, clean data, and construct my poverty measures.  The purpose of describing these 
activities in detail is to demonstrate how the actual practice of poverty measurement is 
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disconnected from the policy discourse on poverty conceptualization.  In each section, I explain 
the many challenges and decisions faced by practitioners in the field as they collected data for 
program evaluation.  By including anecdotal vignettes in the chapter, I underscore not only the 
issues practitioners face, but how all these small subjective decisions are constitutive of the 
poverty measures ultimately produced.  As a result, measures that the predominant 
development discourse projects as objective are in fact based on a series of inherently 
imperfect and personal and therefore subjective decisions.    Poverty measurement, from hiring 
and training enumerators, to the logistical challenges posed by inadequate infrastructure 
(printing, data management, weather and other complications), and finally to data entry, 
cleaning and analysis, all serve to underscore how the popular discourse of measurement as 
objective belies the inherent complexity  of the process.  
In my description of the focus groups, I discuss my desire to be more reflexive of critics of 
development by using available measurement techniques to capture potentially diverse 
perceptions of poverty.  In doing so, I can better socially contextualize my poverty measures.  
While certainly not a new idea or a perfect solution, the method, I argue, does on some level 
help neutralize various power relationships.  At the scale of the community, interviewing 
different segments of the population (men, women, disabled, youth) can help dilute the power 
of elites in controlling how outsiders perceive community well-being.  Moreover, on the level of 
donor/beneficiary, allowing the participants to create the definitions of poverty used in the 
evaluation helps mitigate the automatic imposition of outside poverty conceptualizations.    
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These ideas are revisited in Chapter Seven where I compare the results of the different 
measures. 
In Chapter Two, I laid out how the disjunctures between practice (measurement) and 
discourse impacts policy.  Given that poverty is socially constructed, if poverty 
conceptualization (and measurement) is enacted from the position of the dominant 
development community discourse, in the analysis, evaluators might miss valuable community-
driven definitions of poverty.  I contend that these community conceptualizations could 
possibly change future development policy discourse (and thus measurement) in ways that 
meaningfully impact those the development community is trying to help.  Indeed, the 
methodological descriptions in this chapter reveal that measurement from the dominant view 
(that of a poverty-line) are filled with inconsistencies and subjectivities which might lead us to 
miss what poverty actually means in the community.   In the next chapter, I continue with this 
theme by taking a systematic look at the subjectivities the practice of measurement imbues, 
both from the side of the researcher and that of the respondent. 
 
 
 120 
 
5 IN THE EYE OF THE BEHOLDER: THE SUBJECTIVITY OF MEASUREMENT DATA 
“They know all too well that two people could look at the same set of facts and come to 
radically different conclusions.  Such was the nature of intelligence work.  Indeed, such was the 
nature of life itself.” 
--Daniel Silva, The Rembrandt Affair (pg. 316) 
 
5.1  INTRODUCTION 
In the previous chapter, through a detailed description of my process of data collection and 
analysis, I discuss how measurement tools reflect the social complexity that creates them.  
Thus, while the policy discourse portrays these tools as objective measures (or proxies) of well-
being, they are in fact very subjective.  This contradiction highlights the essential tension 
between policy and practice, which occurs because the act of measurement fractures 
information about the poverty experience.  The data collected for any measure get filtered 
through multiple prisms - that of the person providing the data, the person collecting the data, 
and the person analyzing the data.  Yet, the policy discourse conceals these filters by presenting 
quantitative data as an unbiased source of objective and therefore valid information. 
In this chapter, I build upon this idea by discussing how the actions of both the researcher 
and the respondent can undermine the objectivity of the practice of measurement.   First, I 
examine the subjectivity of the researcher and how the presentation and selection of data to 
include in an evaluation report can strongly influence how the report is perceived.  Here I 
question the importance of statistical significance and examine the ways in which quantitative 
data can be manipulated to fit a program’s message.   Next, I discuss how the participants in a 
study may knowingly or unknowingly influence report outcomes.  The personal reasons 
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motivating participants to respond to questions in a particular way remain hidden from the 
observer.  Several authors have written on the related survey challenges trying to address this 
issue (Kasprzyk, 2005; Warner, 1964; Groves, 1989) and while an outsider may never fully 
understand these personal agendas, of concern is how evaluators may draw the wrong 
conclusions about what the data says.   
Throughout this examination I use specific examples from my study to demonstrate the 
fragility of these measurement tools.  The main conclusion I draw is that, while cloaked in a 
discursive veil of objectivity, the quantitative tools evaluators often rely on to measure poverty 
are built on a series of compounding subjective decisions.   
5.2  SUBJECTIVITY OF THE RESEARCHER 
In this section, I demonstrate how the method of data presentation helps to highlight some 
attributes of that being studied and obscure others.  As a result, the audience reading the 
document may take away a more dramatic impression of what the data reveal than the 
numbers actually warrant.   
5.2.1  Percentage Data 
Data displayed in percentage format allow readers to quickly conjure a proportional picture 
of a dataset that helps to underscore the relative intensity of an impact.   For instance, if I say 
“89 percent of all children improved their test scores after implementation of the nutrition 
program,” one instinctively gains an impression of program effectiveness.  Yet, percentage data 
can be misleading for several reasons.  First, percentages effectively hide the size of a sample, 
making it difficult for a reader to comprehend the relative importance of a given result.  For 
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example, I might say “of those households citing ‘poor health’ as a feature of poverty, 81.8 
percent were non-beneficiaries.”  This figure appears dramatic.  However, if only 11 households 
in the total sample of 82 households cited “poor health,” then the 81.8 percent representing 
the non-beneficiary response is a mere nine households.  Knowing the absolute number, in 
particular with small samples, makes a difference.  Thus, the presentation of a set of findings 
and the language used to explain the significance of these findings affect how a set of outcomes 
are received and interpreted.   
The use of percentage data can also be misleading because, without appropriate labeling, 
readers are left to question “a percentage of what?”   In a tabular format, there are two 
primary ways to analyze the data: across rows and down columns.  To describe how this works, 
I have extracted remittance information from my data set.  Table 12 breaks out two separate 
categories: households receiving remittances (yes/no) and household beneficiary status 
(beneficiary/non-beneficiary).   The shaded sections ‘% cols’ answer the question “what 
percentage of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households receive/don’t receive remittances?” 
The other columns with the heading ‘% rows’ answers the question “of those households 
receiving (or not receiving) remittances, what percentage are WFP beneficiaries or non-
beneficiaries?”   
Table 12: Sample breakout of data across columns and rows 
Receive remittances on a regular basis from 
family or friends 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# 
% 
(rows) 
% 
(cols) # 
% 
(rows) 
% 
(cols) # 
% 
(cols) 
Yes 11 40.7 28.9 16 59.3 36.4 27 32.9 
No 27 49.1 71.1 28 50.9 63.6 55 67.1 
Total 38 46.3 100.0 44 53.7 100.0 82 100.0 
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Which display is more meaningful?  It depends on the question one is trying to answer.  
Evaluators often look for variations between different groups (e.g. beneficiary/non-beneficiary 
or male/female).   In such instances the “% row” breakout is relevant.  However, as mentioned 
earlier, one needs to be careful when interpreting this percentage.   If the sample size is small 
(which is the case in my study), the percentages can be misleading.  In the example above, it 
appears that a relatively higher number of non-beneficiary households received remittances 
(59.3 percent) relative to beneficiaries (40.7 percent).  In my survey, however, there were more 
non-beneficiary households than beneficiary households, 44 and 38, respectively.  While the 
difference is only six cases, this number represents seven percent of the total households in the 
sample.  So we would expect a higher absolute number of non-beneficiary households to 
beneficiary households in any given category.  In such cases, when does the percentage 
difference between groups become meaningful?    
For the purposes of my study, I clearly label the columns of my tables and provide the 
necessary data to find either percent rows or percent column information, should the reader 
choose to do so.  However, this still involves a process in which I present the data in the way I 
feel it is most meaningful and impactful.  Clearly, presentation remains a challenge in a social 
constructivist world!    
5.2.2  What Do Statistics Really Mean? 
Statistically, the best way to analyze most household data is to perform test that look for an 
association or relationship between variables.   One of the most common tests used in program 
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evaluation is the t-test, which compares the mean levels between two groups.38   If the test is 
found to be significant, the difference between the means is not likely due to chance.  This test, 
or a variation of this test, is often cited in program evaluation data analysis.  Indeed, the pursuit 
of statistical significance is foundational to evaluation discourse.   However, such tests are only 
applicable under certain assumptions and the reader has no way of knowing how or to what 
extent these assumptions were met.  For example, the independent sample t-test has three 
primary assumptions: i) the groups are independent of one another –meaning that the objects 
(e.g. households) being analyzed are not matched or paired in any way; ii) the variables are 
normally distributed (when plotted in a histogram the variables will resemble a bell curve); and 
iii) the different groups have similar variances (the scatter plot of differences from the mean 
value are similar).   Yet these assumptions are not rigid rules, allowing for flexibility or 
subjectivity in determining whether or not a dataset meets the requirements of the test.  Since 
data based on human verbal responses are inherently messy and thus highly variable, the rigid 
assumptions are never perfectly met.  Frequently researchers will transform the data (e.g., 
changing to logarithms) to make them more flexible for statistical analysis.  However, such data 
manipulations complicate interpretation.  
Despite these issues, policy makers and planners clamor to include in their reports 
statements of statistical proof.  This demand to acknowledge significance stems from the 
dominant discourse in evaluation that assumes statistical analysis to be objective, privileging it 
                                                      
38
There are many versions of the t-test.  For a practical summary of their different purposes, see (Elliot & 
Woodward, 2007).  If the data being analyzed are categorical rather than scale, one would use a Chi-Square test.  
This test statistic compares the observed counts among categories with what would be expected if there was no 
association between the variables (Elliot & Woodward, 2007, p. 114). 
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over other forms of knowledge.  Claims of statistical significance therefore provide validity and 
stature to any given set of results.  Yet, as my experience analyzing data for a large 
development agency demonstrates, while theoretically objective, in practice this type analysis 
is inherently messy and subjective (see Box 10). 
Box 10: Statistical Significance 
In 2004 a large bilateral development agency embarked upon an ambitious program to 
develop and improve the fruit tree value chain of one African country.  A primary program 
hypothesis argued that integrating smallholder farmers into the horticulture value chain 
would lead to increased incomes and improvements in overall household wellbeing.  Like 
most large development assistance programs, this project, herein called Matunda,
39
 went 
through a lengthy and complex evaluation process which included the collection of 
household survey data, individual interviews, and focus group discussions.  Program 
evaluators spent hundreds of man hours in the collection, entry, and analysis of the results.   
 
The Matunda research design was based on a causal model of impact that assumed 
program-facilitated activities would help address various constraints to smallholder 
participation in the value chain.  By helping to remove these constraints, the program 
predicted increased and sustained smallholder earnings from horticulture activities and 
subsequent improvements in household wellbeing.  To test this hypothesis, Matunda used a 
standard pretest/posttest quasi-experimental research design where households were 
interviewed before and after the implementation of the program.  This research framework, 
sometimes referred to as a counterfactual design (Angrist, Imbens, & Rubin, 1996), attempts 
to determine impact by comparing program results to what would have happened in the 
absence of a given program or treatment. The format involves identifying a group of 
individuals to receive a program benefit and a second group of similar individuals to serve as 
a control group (representing the counterfactual).  The researcher’s ultimate goal is to 
evaluate how the treatment group fared relative to the control group by identifying i.) 
whether given performance measures improve significantly for the treatment group and ii.) 
whether treatment group participants register larger improvements than those in the 
corresponding control group.    
 
In 2007 my advisor and I were hired to do the quantitative portion of the analysis.  We 
received SPSS files of all the datasets from the local firm who conducted the surveys and did 
the data entry.  The final survey was over 50 pages in length resulting, in a dataset 
containing tens of hundreds of variables.  While trying to paint a clearer picture of the socio-
economic status of these farmers, ultimately only a handful of these indicators (mostly 
income related) were analyzed and actually used in the final report.  In addition to the 
obvious wasteful cost run-ups involved in collecting and entering this data into a system, the 
sheer size raised problematic questions with regards to accuracy of the data.  We found the 
                                                      
39
 Given that the example is simply meant to be illustrative of a larger issue, I will simply refer to the project by its 
nickname ‘Matunda.’  
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files to be extremely messy and incomplete, thus undermining our confidence in what the 
dataset could actually tell us.  For example, in the first pass through we discovered that the 
firm doing the data entry did not correctly match the households between the baseline and 
endline surveys.  How did we know? As part of the data validation process we compared 
fields from the baseline to the endline.  One clue was that households who grew mangoes in 
2004 were suddenly growing avocadoes in 2007 or vice versa.    We also were forced to 
eliminate multiple cases where the data failed to meet basic logical relationships.  For 
example, we found cases where the reported number of pieces of fruit sold was greater 
than the number of pieces picked, or cases where farmers reported pieces picked and sold 
but indicated they had no mature trees (those bearing fruit).   
 
Since we found so many problematic data issues, we were not comfortable accepting the 
accuracy of these data..   Yet, despite my vocal assertions that in many instances the data 
failed to meet requirements for statistical analysis, report writers repeatedly requested that 
I tell them which variables tested as significant.   Ultimately, due to the lack of confidence in 
the quantitative data, the report relied more heavily on information collected from 
qualitative sources (e.g. focus groups and interviews).   
While this is just one example, many of the projects I have worked on involve excessively 
messy data.   I question to what extent data analysts run the appropriate tests.  It would be 
very interesting to do a study of aid agency projects, collecting the data from past surveys 
and double-checking the data analysis to see if these tests were properly applied.  Such an 
examination, however, is beyond the scope of this analysis. 
 
Given the challenges that I have experienced working on large-scale quantitative analysis 
and after reading scores of evaluation reports, I continue to question what exactly these tests 
tell us about the community one is trying to evaluate.   
5.2.3  Selection of cases to include 
Another challenge involved in data analysis is deciding when to leave in or remove data 
outliers.  Removing outliers may dramatically change the output of the analysis, especially in 
small samples where each data point counts for a larger weight in the calculation of the mean.   
These decisions serve as another channel through which a researcher influences her audience 
while still operating under the shroud of statistical objectivity.   
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In the below example I demonstrate how results can be dramatically different depending on 
the chosen decision path.  The following tables show land holdings of beneficiary and non-
beneficiary households under different data assumptions.   
Table 13 shows the median, mean, minimum and maximum figures for land holdings using 
all 82 cases in my sample.40   Since I have included all cases, the minimum is zero (since there 
are households that do not own land), as is the median.  The maximum at 40.5 hectares 
appears quite high for this poor community.  Moreover, the data suggest that beneficiary 
households on average have larger land holdings than non-beneficiaries (3.5 hectares vs. 2.2 
hectares).  These results are counterintuitive, as we expect program beneficiaries to be less-
well off and thus own less land.   
Table 13: Land holdings, all households, all cases 
  
Beneficiary (N = 38) Non-beneficiary (N= 44) Total (N= 82) 
Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max 
Land .0 3.5 .0 40.5 .0 2.2 .0 40.5 .0 2.8 .0 40.5 
 
Perhaps it makes more sense to show the mean values for only those households owning 
land.  Using this presentation (see Table 14), the results dramatically change.  The mean land-
holdings of beneficiary households is now almost double that of non-beneficiary households, 
14.7 percent and 7.6 percent, respectively.   Given that we expect the reverse scenario, this 
result appears highly important and could lead readers to the conclusion that WFP’s program is 
                                                      
40
 In comprehensive evaluation reports, researchers tend to provide the mean and standard deviation (to account 
for data variation).  Due to my small sample size, I replaced standard deviation with median, minimum and 
maximum figures to provide a more complete view of the data.   
 
 128 
 
poorly targeted.  However, the absolute number of households owning land is very small, only 
22 cases. 
Table 14: Land Holdings, Only Households Owning Land, (22 cases) 
  
Beneficiary (N = 9) Non-beneficiary (N = 13) Total (N = 22) 
Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max 
Land 10.1 14.7 .5 40.5 3.2 7.6 1.2 40.5 6.0 10.5 .5 40.5 
 
Now let us examine more closely the large maximum values.  Looking at the raw data, I 
discovered three households claiming 40 or more hectares of land.  The next closest figure is 19 
hectares.  Do I assume data entry errors and drop these cases?  Table 15 shows our first 
example (all households) minus those three cases.  Once again, the results change dramatically.  
Now the mean land-holding between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is nearly identical, 1.4 
and 1.3 hectares, respectively.   
Table 15: All households, dropping >= 40 hectares (3 cases) 
  
Beneficiary (N = 36) Non-beneficiary  (N = 43) Total (N = 79) 
Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max 
Land .0 1.4 .0 19.0 .0 1.3 .0 12.0 .0 1.4 .0 19.0 
 
Table 16 shows the second example (only households owning land) minus the three 
outliers.  While beneficiaries still average higher land holdings, the absolute difference is not as 
large.  Yet, the sample size of those owning land is now quite small, only 19 households in total. 
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Table 16: Only Households Owning land, dropping >= 40 hectares (3 cases) 
  
Beneficiary (N = 7) Non-beneficiary (N =12) Total (N = 19) 
Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max Median Mean Min Max 
Land 6.0 7.5 .5 19.0 2.9 4.8 1.2 12.0 4.5 5.8 .5 19.0 
 
With my small sample, the three households with greater than 40 hectares bias my figures 
upwards.  In making a decision on whether or not to exclude these cases, I must balance this 
bias against the reduction in sample size.  Given that there are three cases, it is difficult to 
attribute them solely to data entry error.  Moreover, of the 22 households owning land, eight 
own more than 10 hectares, so it is not out of the realm of possibility that these figures are 
correct.  Therefore, I felt there was no adequate justification for excluding these numbers.  A 
discussion of these results must provide a reasonable explanation of why beneficiary 
households might own larger land holdings than non-beneficiaries, and indeed there is such a 
reason.  Relief Committee (RC) members, those who manage food distribution within the 
community, all receive food aid regardless of their welfare status.  Since they need to read and 
do math to do their duties, RC members tend to be better-educated and come from wealthier 
families.    Thus, it is reasonable to expect that their households would have higher land 
holdings. 
The purpose of this discussion is again to underscore how easy it is to present data in a way 
that best supports a given argument.  The very nature of the way that evaluation reports 
display data hides the numerous decisions, often logical but still subjective, that evaluators 
make during the process of analysis.  It is yet another way in which the development 
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community falls into the discursive traps inherent in the common-held belief that statistics are 
objective. 
5.3  SUBJECTIVITY OF THE RESPONDENT 
The objectivity of quantitative household survey data is also compromised by the 
respondent.  The answer a person provides to a survey question is utterly dependent on how 
the respondent is feeling at that moment, how she reacts to the enumerator, how the 
enumerator asks the question, and any other number of assorted reflexive issues.   An error in 
my data collection methodology provides an excellent window through which to view the 
idiosyncrasies involved in collecting information from respondents. 
For one household in Katulya, two separate enumerators completed a questionnaire, each 
interviewing a different family member.  While I ultimately only included one of the response 
sets in my survey data, it is informative to compare the answers of the two members.  The 
results demonstrate how it is not just the researcher who is making subjective decisions.  The 
respondents have their own opinions and views of the world, making their answers just as 
subjective and open to interpretation.  For example, when listing assets, one respondent 
indicated that the family owned three goats, four hoes, and one radio.  The second respondent 
listed one goat, two hoes, and no radio.   These discrepancies underscore the need for 
appropriate caution when assessing the accuracy of any given response set.   
Another example comes from the two respondents’ answers to questions about drought 
coping strategies.  Table 17 shows by respondent the number of days per month that the 
household used a given coping strategy.  The results are completely different.  For example, 
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while respondent #1 indicated that the family swapped consumption of preferred foods to less 
preferred or cheaper foods nearly every day of the drought month, respondent #2 indicated 
that this replacement was never done.  Conversely, respondent #2 indicated that borrowing 
food from a friend or relative was common during the drought month whereas respondent #1 
did not recall using this strategy very often.   
The last drought month the questionnaire refers to was six months prior to the interview, so 
perhaps it is not surprising that the memories of the two respondents differed.  Various studies 
have demonstrated that accuracy in reporting decreases the more time that has elapsed 
between the event and the reporting of the event (Groves, 1989; Kasprzyk, 2005; Gibson & Kim, 
2010).  Recall may also be distorted by the complexity of the questions being asked or by the 
length of the recall period that is used (Scott & Amenuvegbe, 1990; Neter & Waksberg, 1964).  
However, I would venture to guess that if one were to ask a similar question referring to the 
current month, the researcher would still get different responses for different household 
members.   
Table 17: Comparison of Coping Strategy Responses between two respondents of the same household 
Coping strategies 
Respondent #1 
(days utilized)  
Respondent #2 
 (days utilized) 
Reduce number of meals per day  20 31 
Skip food consumption for entire day  2 7 
Reduce size of meals 28 31 
Restrict consumption of adults - more for children 3 6 
Feed working members before non-working  0 0 
Swap consumption to less preferred or cheaper foods 28 0 
Borrow food from friend or relative 2 20 
Purchase food on credit  8 0 
Consume wild foods 0 0 
Consume immature crops  0 0 
Consume toxic/taboo foods  0 0 
Consume seed stock  12 0 
Send hhld members to eat elsewhere 0 0 
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Another interesting set of data to compare involves the poverty perceptions and worries of 
these two family members.  The first respondent was female and the second respondent was 
male.    The responses followed gendered lines where the female focused on children and basic 
needs while the male focused on physical assets, jobs, and crops.  The responses make one 
wonder how different the dataset would look if the interviews were done with all males versus 
all females.  Moreover, how would such different results impact program design?  This example 
underscores the need to garner broad-based participation from the community to untangle 
some of these conflicting results.  
Table 18: Comparison of top poverty indicators and top worries of two respondents from the same 
household 
Question Respondent #1 (female) Respondent #2 (male) 
Features of a poor HH Unable to pay school fees 
Lack of income-earners in household 
Not enough physical assets  
No clean water 
Top things you worry about Poor quality of shelter 
Education of children 
Lack of steady job 
Health of crops 
 
Again, the point of this discussion is to discursively examine the layers of subjectivity that 
support what we assume to be “objective” results.   
5.4  CONCLUSION 
Throughout this study, I include in my discussion stories that point to the inherent 
subjectivity involved in poverty evaluation.  The recurring theme is that, while seldom 
questioned, the objectivity of the tools practitioners use can be undermined by the actions of 
both the researcher and the respondent.   In this chapter, by reviewing these issues 
systematically, my purpose was to fully elaborate this point.  We have all read various studies 
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that support research findings by presenting the statistical significance of the results.  However, 
rather than assuming that findings are inherently  “right” or “wrong”, like more critical theorists 
I call on readers to be more reflexive about the conclusions they draw.   
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6 SURVEY RESULTS: MAKING THE CASE FOR MIXED METHODS 
“Anyone who has done research outside his or her home community knows that questions 
relating to lifestyle and personal relationships loom as large as narrowly defined technical 
issues.” 
 
--Deveraux and Hoddinott (1992, pg. 2) 
6.1  INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter I continue to provide evidence about how applying the dominant, 
quantitative measurement tools create disconnects between policy, practice, and the poverty 
experience.   The tension arises because, while the development community might 
acknowledge poverty as complicated and socially contingent, through the process of 
measurement the DC invariably simplifies these issues in the attempt to quantify progress.   In 
Chapters Four and Five, I discussed how the subjectivity of the participants and the researcher 
influences the collection and analysis of the data.  In this chapter, I show how the use of 
quantitative measurement tools, in isolation, limits the interpretation of the data.  Ultimately, I 
argue the need for a more reflective evaluation design, one that not only includes mixed 
methods, but one that more purposefully acknowledges the limitations of the applied tools. 
To make this case, I describe the general characteristics of the Katulya population that 
emerge from the household survey data (e.g., the age, health, education, and income levels of 
household members, household construction, and household assets). Most of this review 
involves trying to make the link between different indicators of poverty and the status of 
Katulya households as beneficiaries or non-beneficiaries.  The aim is to see whether the WFP 
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has “correctly” targeted its program recipients; whether beneficiary households rank as more 
“poor” than non-beneficiary households. 
Keeping in mind the challenges of measurement and display discussed in Chapter Five, in 
this chapter I focus on the additional epistemological issues that arise when characterizing 
poverty using indicator data.  Quantitative in nature, these descriptive tables attempt to 
capture different dimensions of poverty through proxy indicators.  As a whole, the 
development community generally agrees that certain relationships exist between these 
measurable, material signs of poverty.   We think of those living in poverty as having overall 
lower levels of education, nutrition, income, assets, and health.  Yet, the exact nature of these 
relationships varies over space and time.  For instance, in some communities income levels will 
correlate highly with education levels, while in others the relationship may be much more 
tenuous.  This type of contradiction illustrates the existence of multiple causal pathways 
between changes in general poverty indicators and improvements in well-being.    
The place-based nature of these relationships creates tension between policy and the 
practice of measurement.   Even if the DC acknowledges that such associations are complex, 
intertwined and evolving, practitioners still need to have a way to measure progress and that 
invariably involves fixing measurement in space and time.   From an evaluator’s perspective, 
the potential existence of multiple causal pathways can lead to troubling issues of 
interpretation.    For example, how does one untangle whether improvements in maternal 
health lead to higher levels of asset ownership or vice versa?   Moreover, what does one say 
about a community that sees improvements in one indicator but declines in another?    
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Evaluators are left to pick and choose between indicators to find the best route to decoding 
the data.  Thus, the more tools evaluators can use to gather, sift, and triangulate information, 
the more detailed and insightful a picture of the community that will appear. We know that all 
else being equal, people would choose good health over poor health, a rich and varied diet over 
not enough to eat, and so forth.  Thus, the quantitative data help explain the conditions in 
which a community operates (e.g. the what).  Where these measures fall short is in revealing 
the reasons for these conditions (e.g. the why and the how).  A table can tell us that the 
majority of a community is in poor health, but it cannot tell us why the problem exists and 
therefore cannot give us a roadmap to follow for making improvements.   
To shed light on the reasons for the existence of conditions of poverty (or the why and how 
issues), practitioners often make use of qualitative methodologies. The argument in favor of the 
use of mixed methods in poverty program evaluation is not new.  Indeed, most evaluations 
apply both survey and focus group data; and yet, as discussed in Chapter Two, the policy 
discourse tends to privilege the quantitative results over that of other measures.  Quantitative 
data are valued as statistical and objective, and are therefore considered valid.  The analysis 
presented in this chapter contributes to the conversation about the relative validity of different 
methodologies in two ways.  First, it makes explicit the ways in which tabular formats and 
standard evaluation language fall short.  Second, it offers recommendations on possible process 
improvements to the application of a mixed method design that might potentially yield a more 
comprehensive understanding of community dynamics.   
To discuss these issues I use a mixed style of presentation.  In each section, I first present 
the data in a format and prose similar to that used by poverty program evaluation reports.  
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Writing in this style allows the reader to experience the language and thought process involved 
in the practice of evaluation and measurement.  Then, in sections where I see an opportunity to 
query the overall measurement process, I add, in italics, reflective comments on the shortfalls 
of the analysis.  This dialectic approach allows me to better examine the tension between policy 
discourse, data presentation, and data interpretation.  Moreover, it enables the reader to see 
how different methods might reveal and conceal important information about community 
poverty.  Finally, it allows me to make suggestions on alternative tools or processes to capture 
this dynamic.   
6.2  DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
6.2.1  Characteristics of the Household Population 
Katulya contains 82 households with a total population of 403 people.  Currently, nearly half 
of the community receives WFP food aid.   Of the total households, 38 are WFP program 
beneficiaries and 44 are non-beneficiaries.   Similarly, of the total population, 218 members 
come from beneficiary households and 185 from non-beneficiary households.    The following 
sections describe general characteristics of this population. 
6.2.1.1  Household Size and Age Breakouts 
The average household size in Katulya is 4.9 members.  This number rises to 5.7 members 
for beneficiary households and falls to 4.3 members for non-beneficiary households.  A two-
sided test of equality of column means (t-test) is significant at the 0.05 level, indicating that the 
differences in household size are not due to chance. Since larger households have been linked 
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to higher rates of poverty, these results provide some evidence that WFP is correctly targeting 
benefits.   
Overall the community is quite young.  The mean age is 23.9 years and the median age is 17 
years.   These figures track well with the population statistics for the greater Makueni district, 
where 47 percent of the total population falls below the age of 15 years (GoK, 2005).   Table 19 
shows the breakout by age and beneficiary status.    
Table 19: Household Population by Age and Beneficiary Status 
Age Bracket 
Beneficiary (HH = 38) Non-Beneficiary (HH = 44) Total (HH = 82) 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
0-4 22 10.1 27 14.6 49 12.2 
5-17 88 40.4 58 31.4 146 36.2 
18-64 96 44.0 93 50.3 189 46.9 
65+ 12 5.5 7 3.8 19 4.7 
Total 218 100.0 185 100.0 403 100 
 
A breakout of these same data by gender is found in Table 20.  There are more females than 
males in the community, 53.8 percent to 46.2 percent, respectively.   These differences are 
somewhat higher than the averages for the greater Makueni district, which are 51.7 percent 
and 48.3 percent respectively.  One possible reason for the higher female to male ratio is an out 
migration of males in search of work.   Given that extended periods of drought are customary in 
this region, it is common for men travel to (and remain in) urban centers such as Machakos and 
Nairobi to earn income to send back home to their families.     
A second possibility is that more male children than female children are sent away to 
boarding school.  If they live away from home, by the WFP definition of household “cook and 
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eat from the same pot” these children would not be counted.  Like many African cultures, in 
Kenya, households tend to prioritize the education of males over that of females.   Indeed, the 
Makueni District Strategic Plan for 2005-2010 states “there exists profound gender disparities in 
provision of education and attainment of education at all levels of schooling” (GoK, 2005, p. 
14).  The figures in Katulya support this prioritization.  In Katulya 40.6 percent of the female 
household population falls in the school age cohort (5-17 years) whereas this number is only 
31.2 percent for the male population.  
Table 20:  Household Population by Age and Gender  
 Age Bracket 
Female Male Total 
# 
% 
(rows) # 
% 
(rows) # % (col.) 
0-4 22 10.1 27 14.5 49 12.2 
5-17 88 40.6 58 31.2 146 36.2 
18-64 96 44.2 93 50.0 189 46.9 
65+ 11 5.1 8 4.3 19 4.7 
Total 217 100.0 186 100.0 403 100.0 
Reflective Comments: Household size is commonly thought to be positively correlated with 
income poverty, and language to this effect is often used in evaluation reports.  As the 
household size falls, so too does the poverty rate.  Indeed, numerous studies have demonstrated 
a positive relationship between income poverty and household size (Lipton & Ravallion, 1994; 
Baulch & McCulloch, 2002).   However, many authors caution that this relationship is more 
nuanced than first believed.  The association appears to be sensitive to other factors such as size 
economies in consumption and intra-household (child vs. adult) welfare relationships (Lanjouw 
& Ravallion, 1995; Dreze & Srinivasan, 1997; Meenakshi & Rayb, 2002). 
Larger families can achieve a level of scale economy in consumption by sharing common goods 
(e.g. firewood, housing, utensils, etc.). This distribution reduces the cost per person of a given 
level of welfare, countering the positive correlation between household size and income poverty 
(Lanjouw & Ravallion, 1995).    Similarly, studies on intra-welfare dynamics show how a larger 
household size might make some members (typically the household head) better off than other 
members.  Some reasons for this unequal distribution of welfare include the head’s access to a 
readily available labor source to work on one’s own farm (the children) and the potential for 
greater security in old age -see (Caldwell J. C., 1976).   
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One way to account for these issues is to use a dependency ratio – the fraction of children to 
adults within the household.  In Katulya the dependency ratio is 1.3 for beneficiary households 
and 1.1 for non-beneficiary households (although a t-test finds that this relationship is not 
significant).  If one accepts the posited relationship between household size and income poverty, 
the results from Katulya provide some evidence that WFP is appropriately targeting households 
for program benefits.  Both household size and the dependency ratio are higher for beneficiary 
households than non-beneficiary households. 
What these economic studies do not elaborate on are the social reasons why communities have 
large families.  A large family could be a sign of status, or a form of protection against dying 
children, or perhaps an outcome of gender disparities.  Some studies directly relate a reduction 
in family size to an increase in female empowerment (Caldwell J. , 1986; Dyson & Moore, 1983).  
The story the DC policymakers tell is that communities in the developing world will (or should) 
follow the path of the West.  With more education and knowledge, women will enter the 
workforce, take control over their reproductive bodies (via birth control, etc.), and ultimately 
have fewer children. Yet, even though this story is compelling, it may not be true for all 
communities.   In his article “More than 100 Million Women are Missing,” Sen (2008) argues 
that Western notions of female empowerment do not explain global differences in household 
size or female-to-male ratios.  Rather, the author underscores the need to look at cultural and 
context-dependent explanations and solutions to these issues.   
What we do know is that, on average, as incomes rise the size of a household decreases.  From a 
policy discourse perspective, this indicator is an easy one to measure through quantitative 
survey instruments and is therefore a common feature of evaluation.  However, to better 
understand why this relationship exists, program managers need more information.  In this 
case, a mixed method design that includes focus groups could help explain the cultural context 
and thus the how and why behind family size. 
6.2.1.2  Health Status 
Table 21 shows the overall health status of the Katulya community.  Of the total 
households, 21.3 percent reported at least one member living with a chronic disease and 7.5 
percent reported at least one member living with a disability.   The chronic diseases reported by 
households included fever, skin infections, HIV, chest pains, arthritis, and diabetes.  Similarly, 
the most frequently reported disabilities were blindness and physical disabilities. 
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Table 21: Health Status by Beneficiary Status (by Households) 
Households with at least one member reporting a: 
WFP beneficiary 
Yes No Total 
# 
% of tot 
HH # 
% of tot 
HH # 
% of tot 
HH 
Chronic disease 6 15.8 11 26.2 17 21.3 
Disability 5 13.2 1 2.4 6 7.5 
 
Research suggests that households living in poverty tend to have higher numbers of family 
members living with chronic health issues or with a disability.  The relationship between health 
status and poverty is linked to livelihoods and the cost of health care.  Members living with a 
chronic disease or a disability are less likely to contribute to household income or subsistence 
while they are more likely to increase the family’s medical bills.    Given this relationship, it is 
interesting that in Katulya the percentage of non-beneficiary households reporting members 
with a chronic disease is higher than that of beneficiary households (26.2 percent vs. 15.8 
percent).   
While the absolute numbers are small, and the differences are not statistically significant, 
this finding could suggest a flaw in the WFP targeting strategy.  Yet, these figures are difficult to 
interpret because it is likely that households underreport these numbers due to a stigma 
attached to sharing personal health information.  There is some anecdotal evidence to support 
this pattern.  During my research, while conducting a focus group with community members 
living with a disability, the I realized that the group of individuals I was interviewing did not in 
fact live in Katulya.  Rather, they lived in the neighboring village.   Later, I confronted the 
secretary of the Relief Committee who helped recruit FGD members.   When asked why she did 
not gather participants living with a disability from the village, the secretary evaded answering 
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the question, shrugging off the issue as a misunderstanding.  It appears that the secretary of 
the RC wanted to protect village members from having to provide personal and possibly 
stigmatized information to an outsider.  
Reflective Comments: In practice, this type of counter-intuitive finding is difficult to resolve.   As 
a result, the evaluator is left to posit possible reasons for the anomaly.  While the suggestions 
put forth by an evaluator are grounded in her experience, they remain guesses.  In the case 
above regarding the possible under-reporting of health data, I suggest social stigma.  However, 
it would be much more useful to the program if this idea could be further explored and 
unpacked.  For instance, how are people living with disabilities and chronic diseases treated in 
the community?  Are they adequately cared for?  Do other community members consider them 
“poor” and in need of assistance?  Does this group in fact get access to WFP aid?   
 
An iterative mixed method evaluation design could help answer some of these questions.  For 
cost purposes, most surveys and focus groups take place concurrently.  However, if the 
evaluator had the opportunity to first analyze the survey data and then use the results to help 
shape the focus group questions, a richer understanding of the community context would 
emerge.  While more costly, I argue that such a design would provide useful insight into some of 
the social processes that underpin place-based poverty, and ultimately lead to more effective 
programming.   
 
In addition to these counter-intuitive findings, the data reported here tell nothing about the 
quality and access to healthcare, both of which complicate the relationship between poverty 
and health.  For instance, the Makueni District Strategic Plan for 2005-2010 indicates that most 
health clinics lack the needed equipment and personnel to provide quality service.  In 2005, in 
Makueni the doctor/patient ratio was an astounding 1:119,879 (GoK, 2005). Obviously surveys 
cannot report on everything, so there remains an ongoing tension between length and cost of 
the evaluation tool and the appropriate questions to ask, given the program parameters.  Yet, a 
quick desk review (document search) such as the one above can provide evaluators with 
detailed information that in turn can add context and meaning to evaluations and program 
design. 
6.2.1.3  Education Levels 
Table 22 shows the highest level of education achieved by age cohort of the household 
member population.  Nearly all school age children (5-17 years) report some level of schooling 
(97.3 percent), whereas only 31.6 percent of seniors (65+ years) report any education.  These 
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differences between the elderly cohort and the rest of the population are fairly dramatic, yet 
they reflect similar patterns in Kenya that demonstrate the fact that children today have more 
access to education than their parents.41    These findings are consistent with the GoK’s focus 
since independence on establishing and maintaining free primary education.  Indeed, several 
studies in the Makueni region demonstrate that parents tend to put a priority on education 
(Nzioka, 2000; Gichuki, Mbogoh, Tiffen, & Mortimore, 2000).  The hope is that with an 
education, children will be better-able to compete for professional jobs, providing an 
alternative source of income for the family.  
Table 22: Household Population Education Characteristics by Age Bracket 
 Education Level 
Age Bracket 
0-4 years 5-17 years 18-64 years 65+ years Total 
# % cols # % cols # % cols # % cols # % cols 
Never attended school 44 89.8 4 2.7 21 11.1 13 68.4 82 20.3 
Preschool, nursery 5 10.2 24 16.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 29 7.2 
Primary Incomplete 0 0.0 101 69.2 60 31.7 6 31.6 167 41.4 
Primary complete 0 0.0 7 4.8 56 29.6 0 0.0 63 15.6 
Secondary incomplete 0 0.0 10 6.8 22 11.6 0 0.0 32 7.9 
Secondary complete 0 0.0 0 0.0 18 9.5 0 0.0 18 4.5 
Polytechnic 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 2.1 0 0.0 4 1.0 
Univ/college incomplete 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.5 
Univ/college complete 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 3.2 0 0.0 6 1.5 
Advanced degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 49 100.0 146 100.0 189 100.0 19 100.0 403 100.0 
 
                                                      
41
 Note, my survey did not report on whether schooling was ongoing, so I cannot say with certainty that school age 
children are continuing their education.  I also did not report on literacy rates, a simple indicator that should be 
included on future surveys. 
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Table 23 breaks out the education data by beneficiary status.  It shows that exposure to a 
university education is limited and unique to non-beneficiary households. Since higher levels of 
education have been linked to lower rates of poverty, these findings support the argument that 
WFP is correctly targeting households for program inclusion. 
Table 23: Household Population Education Characteristics by Beneficiary Status. 
 Education Level 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % cols # % cols # % cols 
Never attended school 47 21.6 35 18.9 82 20.3 
Primary incomplete* 111 51.0 85 46.0 196 49.0 
Primary complete 32 14.7 31 16.8 63 15.6 
Secondary incomplete 16 7.0 16 9.0 32 8.0 
Secondary complete 9 4.1 9 4.9 18 4.5 
Polytechnic 3 1.4 1 .5 4 1.0 
Univ/college incomplete 0 .0 2 1.1 2 .5 
Univ/college complete 0 .0 6 3.2 6 1.5 
Total 218 100.0 185 100.0 403 100.0 
*includes nursery school 
A breakout of these figures by gender can be found in Appendix 3.  The results follow 
gendered patterns common for Kenya where females have less access to education than males.  
In the case of Katulya, only two of the eight people who reported attending university were 
female.   
Reflective Comments: Since universal primary education is one of the eight Millennium 
Development Goals, measurement of progress towards this goal is a central topic of 
mainstream development discourse.
42
  By all indications Kenya is “on the path” to achieving free 
                                                      
42 Achieving universal primary education (UPE) became a standard part of the development policy discourse after 
the UNESCO-sponsored Education for All conference held in Jomtien, Thailand in 1990.    This conference pointed 
to UPE as one of the key intervention strategies for reducing poverty.  The argument put forth by supporters is that 
primary education helps break the cycle of poverty by providing pupils with: i.) Literacy, numeracy, and life skills 
which lay a foundation for future training and education; ii.) general knowledge of health, nutrition and society 
which serve to empower women, reducing burden of childcare and thereby improving possibilities for 
employment; and iii.) general life skills which empower children who might otherwise be socially marginalized or 
working as child laborers (Avenstrup, Liang, & Nellemann, 2004). 
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universal primary education by 2015 (CoastWeek.com). While the successful progress toward 
this MDG goal features prominently on Kenyan aid websites, many policymakers and academics 
are focusing more on the quality of education rather than quantity.  They recognize that just 
because children are enrolled in school does not mean that children are learning the skills 
needed to compete in the workforce. 
 
A brief history of the complicated path to achieving free universal primary education helps 
explain the challenge of raising not just access to but the quality of education. With 
independence in 1963, the new Kenyan government pledged seven years of free primary 
education for all Kenyans, and in the early 1970’s the GoK set about systematically abolishing 
primary school fees (Vos, Bedi, Kimalu, & Manda, 2004).  However, the government did not 
adequately consider how to cope with the loss of school fee revenues and the corresponding 
large increase in enrollment.  From 1973 to 1974, total enrollment figures for elementary school 
(standards one to six) rose from 1.8 million to almost 2.8 million (Sifuna, 2004).    With a lack of 
clear directives from the district and federal government, schools began charging ‘building 
levies’ to recoup lost revenue and pay for teachers, supplies, etc.  In many cases these fees were 
higher than the original student school fees (Vos, Bedi, Kimalu, & Manda, 2004).  Unable to pay, 
many students were forced to withdraw, and as a result enrolment rates fell to pre-1974 figures 
(Sifuna, 2004).   Herein, we again see a disjuncture between policy discourse and practice.  The 
discourse on ‘free education’ in this case was a myth.  Indeed, social behavior has a remarkable 
way of working around policy rules and regulations. 
 
For the next several decades, the Kenyan education system was left to the whims of shifting 
policy decisions.  In the mid-1980’s, following the implementation of a Structural Adjustment 
Program (SAP),
43
 the GoK reversed the free primary education mandate, re-implementing cost-
sharing in the form of school fees (Vos, Bedi, Kimalu, & Manda, 2004).  However, in 2003, in line 
with the MDG policy discourse on achieving universal primary education (UPE) 2015, a newly 
                                                                                                                                                                           
 
43 Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs) were a series of economic policies initiated by the International 
Monetary Fund and the World Bank.  These programs were part of the larger neoliberal movement which believed 
that market-driven policies were the best way to bring about economic growth (and democratic change).  To 
receive loans and other multilateral funding, countries had to meet several conditions.  These included a series of 
reforms aimed at reducing the influence of government in running the economy.  Examples of these reforms 
include privatization of state-owned firms, removal of state subsidies and wage controls, reduction in welfare 
programs, etc.  For more details, see (Porter & Sheppard, 1998).  SAPs have been largely criticized for multiple 
reasons, including their failure to bring about substantial change in social and economic welfare, their role in 
creating and sustaining conditions of global poverty and inequality, and their function as a tool for the powerful 
‘North’ (Western society) to impose solutions on the ‘South’ (developing countries), to name a few.  For more 
details, see (Peet, 2003). 
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elected coalition government again abolished school fees and levies.  This time, the GoK laid the 
groundwork with donor partners to help fund the UPE programs.    There remain, however, 
serious questions as to whether the GoK UPE program is sustainable.  At issue is that higher 
enrollment creates a series of other implementation problems such as large classroom size, lack 
of infrastructure and supplies, and too few qualified teachers, all of which lead to poorer quality 
of education (Sawamura & Sifuna, 2008).  These struggles and challenges are effectively hidden 
behind the policy success of achieving the MDG goal.  
  
For evaluators of poverty programs that do not specifically focus on education, it is difficult and 
costly to collect detailed information on education quality.  However, evaluators can be more 
upfront about reporting limitations by directly addressing some of the known issues related to 
the research design.   
 
6.2.1.4  Income Patterns 
Following traditional patterns for rural livelihoods, few households (18.4 percent) reported 
earning income in the last week.  The average hours spent earning this income was 29.6 hours 
for beneficiary household members and 38.5 hours for non-beneficiary members.  A two-sided 
test of equality of column means (t-test) was significant at the 0.05 level, indicating that the 
difference in hours spent earning income was not due to chance. 
Households earned the majority of this income through trading/business, casual off-farm 
labor, or paid labor on other people’s farms.  Table 24 presents this information by beneficiary 
status.  Overall, members of beneficiary households earned income in traditionally lower-skilled 
jobs such as casual off-farm labor and labor on other people’s farms, whereas non-beneficiaries 
earned income in salaried positions such as school teacher, civil servant, and trading.   These 
results support the notion that WFP is correctly targeting households. 
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Table 24: Household Members Earning Income in Last Week by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Trading/business* 10 28.6 18 46.2 28 37.8 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 10 28.6 7 17.9 17 23 
Labor on other farms (paid) 7 20.0 3 7.7 10 13.5 
Other work (paid) 4 11.4 3 7.7 7 9.5 
Household/domestic (paid) 3 8.6 2 5.1 5 6.8 
School teacher 0 .0 4 10.3 4 5.4 
Civil servant/official 0 .0 1 2.6 1 1.4 
Remittances 0 .0 1 2.6 1 1.4 
Rope making 1 2.9 0 .0 1 1.4 
Total 35 100.0 39 100.0 74 100 
Note: other jobs reported are matatu (informal bus) conductor, mason, tailor, security guard 
* Two-sided z-test of equality of column proportions is significant at the 0.05 level 
 
A breakout of these figures by gender can be found in Appendix 3.  The results follow 
gendered patterns common for Kenya where females are less likely to hold income-earning 
jobs.  Indeed, only 13.4 percent of females reported earning income in the past week whereas 
this number was 24.2 percent for males. 
 
6.2.2  Characteristics of Household Heads 
In the following sections I discuss the characteristics of household heads by beneficiary 
status and by gender. 
6.2.2.1  Heads of Households by Beneficiary Status 
Table 25 reports the marital and education status of household heads broken down by 
beneficiary status.  The majority of household heads, 72.6 percent, were married.   Of the 17.5 
percent household heads who reported being widowed, most belonged to beneficiary 
households.  Similar patterns were observed with education.  While overall the household 
heads did not have a great deal of formal education (only 22.5 percent of household heads had 
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completed primary standard eight), the heads of beneficiary households were markedly less 
educated than those of non-beneficiary households.  For instance, 34.2 percent of beneficiary 
household heads had never attended school, versus 9.5 percent of non-beneficiary household 
heads.   
Table 25: Marital and Education Status of Household Heads by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Marital Status 
Never married 1 2.6 2 4.8 3 3.8 
Married 26 68.4 32 76.2 58 72.6 
Widowed 11 28.9 3 7.1 14 17.5 
Divorced/separated 0 .0 5 11.9 5 6.3 
Total 38 100.0 42 100.0 80 100.0 
Education Level 
Never attended school 13 34.2 4 9.5 17 21.3 
Primary incomplete 15 39 14 33 29 36.0 
Primary complete 7 18.4 11 26.2 18 22.5 
Secondary incomplete 3 8 3 7 6 8 
Secondary complete 0 .0 5 11.9 5 6.3 
Polytechnic 0 .0 1 2.4 1 1.3 
Univ/college incomplete 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
Univ/college complete 0 .0 4 9.5 4 5.0 
Total* 38 100 42 100 80 100 
* There are only 80 household heads reported in the survey despite data collected on 82 households.  In two 
cases, the household head resided outside of the community, leaving either servants or children living there on a 
regular basis managing affairs. 
 
Table 26 looks at employment patterns.  The majority of household heads (50 percent) 
listed their primary occupation as labor on one’s own farm.  Of interest is that non-beneficiary 
household heads appeared to have a more expansive set of income-earning occupations such 
as school teacher and civil servant.  Conversely, heads of beneficiary households tended to hold 
lower-wage earning occupations such as labor on other farms or domestic work.   A study of 
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population growth and poverty in the neighboring Machakos district44 of Kenya found that 
rising living standards of rural households were predominantly experienced by those families 
having access to non-agricultural income, in particular during times of drought (Murton, 1999).   
Again, these findings suggest that WFP is correctly targeting lower-income households.  
Table 26: Primary occupation of Household Head by Beneficiary Status 
 Occupation 
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Labor on own farm (unpaid) 18 47.4 22 52.4 40 50.0 
Labor on other farms (paid) 8 21.1 2 4.8 10 12.5 
Trading/business 2 5.3 6 14.3 8 10.0 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 3 7.9 3 7.1 6 7.5 
School teacher 0 .0 4 9.5 4 5.0 
Household/domestic (unpaid) 3 7.9 1 2.4 4 5.0 
Not working 3 7.9 0 .0 3 3.8 
Other work (paid) 1 2.6 1 2.4 2 2.5 
Civil servant/official 0 .0 1 2.4 1 1.3 
Other work (unpaid) 0 .0 1 2.4 1 1.3 
Household/domestic (paid) 0 .0 1 2.4 1 1.3 
Total 38 100 42 100 80 100 
 
Table 27 shows by occupation and beneficiary status those household heads who reported 
earning an income in the past week.   Thirty-eight household heads (or 47.5 percent) reported 
earning income in the last seven days.  While these numbers were fairly balanced between 
beneficiary and non-beneficiary households, following the trend mentioned above, beneficiary 
households tended to capture the lower-skill jobs while non-beneficiary households earned 
income in higher-skill jobs.    The average hours spent earning income in the last week was 26.3 
hours for beneficiary households and 39.4 hours for non-beneficiary households. 
                                                      
44
 Makueni used to be part of the Machakos district which was subdivided in 1993.   
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The primary reasons given by household heads for not working in the last seven days were no 
work available (33.3 percent), household/family duties (28.6 percent) and old age (14.3 
percent). 
Table 27: Household Heads Earning Income in Last Week by Beneficiary Status 
 Income –Earning Occupation 
WFP beneficiary 
Yes No Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Trading/business 5 27.8 9 45.0 14 36.8 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 8 44.4 5 25.0 13 34.2 
Labor on other farms (paid) 4 22.2 0 .0 4 10.5 
School teacher 0 .0 3 15.0 3 7.9 
Other work (paid) 1 5.6 2 10.0 3 7.9 
Civil servant/official 0 .0 1 5.0 1 2.6 
Total 18 100.0 20 100.0 38 100.0 
 
6.2.2.2  Heads of Households by Gender 
In Katulya, 26.3 percent of households were headed by females.  Of these households, 57.1 
percent were WFP beneficiaries.   
Table 28: Breakout of household heads by gender and beneficiary status 
Gender  
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 
# % (rows) # % (rows) # % (cols) 
Female 12 57.1 9 42.9 21 26.3 
Male 26 44.1 33 55.9 59 73.7 
Total 38 47.5 42 52.5 80 100.0 
 
Of the female-headed households, only 19 percent reported being married while 61.9 
percent reported being widowed.  The average age for female-headed households was 55.6 
years.  In contrast, among male-headed households, 91.5 percent of household heads reported 
being married and their average age was 45.6 years.    
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Following common patterns in rural Africa, female-headed households were less educated 
than their male counterparts.  In Katulya, 57.1 percent of female-headed households had never 
attended school and only 33.3 percent reported some level of primary education.  These 
numbers were 8.5 percent and 67.8 percent, respectively, for male-headed households.    
Table 29: Marital and Education Status of Household Heads by Gender 
 Gender Statistics Female Male Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Marital Status 
Married monogamous 4 19 54 91.5 58 72.4 
Widowed 13 61.9 1 1.7 14 17.5 
Divorced/separated 2 9.5 3 5.1 5 6.3 
Never Married 2 9.5 1 1.7 3 3.8 
Total* 21 100 59 100 80 100 
Highest level of education achieved 
Never attended school 12 57.1 5 8.5 17 21.3 
Primary incomplete 5 23.8 24 40.7 29 36.3 
Primary complete 2 9.5 16 27.1 18 22.5 
Secondary incomplete 1 4.8 5 8.5 6 7.5 
Secondary complete 0 0 5 8.5 5 6.3 
Univ/college complete 0 0 4 6.8 4 5 
Polytechnic 1 4.8 0 0 1 1.3 
Total 21 100.0 59 100.0 80 100.0 
*In two cases the head of household resided outside of Katulya (e.g. in Nairobi and Wote) 
 
The occupation and income trends of household heads in Katulya also followed typical 
gendered disparities.  As Table 30 shows, female heads of household were more likely to work 
on their own farm or do unpaid domestic work, while male heads of household were more 
likely to earn income in other jobs such as casual labor, business, or petty trade. 
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Table 30: Primary occupation of Household Head by Gender 
Primary Occupation Female Male Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % (cols) 
Labor on own farm (unpaid) 13 61.9 27 45.8 40 50.0 
Household/domestic (unpaid) 4 19 0 0.0 4 5.0 
Other work (unpaid) 0 0.0 1 1.7 1 1.3 
Labor on other farms (paid) 1 4.8 9 15.3 10 12.5 
Trading/business 2 9.5 6 10.2 8 10.0 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 0 0.0 6 10.2 6 7.5 
School teacher 0 0.0 4 6.8 4 5.0 
Civil servant/official 0 0.0 1 1.7 1 1.3 
Household/domestic (paid) 0 0.0 1 1.7 1 1.3 
Other work (paid) 0 0.0 2 3.4 2 2.5 
Not working 1 4.8 2 3.4 3 3.8 
Total 21.0 100.0 59.0 100.0 80.0 100.0 
 
Underscoring this gender disparity are the figures on income generation.  Of the household 
heads reporting income, only 15.8 percent were female.   The average hours spent earning 
income in the last week was 20.3 hours for female heads of household and 35.6 hours for male 
heads of household.   
Table 31: Household Heads Earning Income in Last Week by Gender 
  
Female Male Total 
# % (rows) # % (rows) # % (cols) 
Trading/business 4 28.6 10 71.4 14 36.8 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 1 7.7 12 92.3 13 34.2 
Labor on other farms (paid) 1 25.0 3 75.0 4 10.5 
School teacher 0 .0 3 100.0 3 7.9 
Other paid work 0 .0 3 100.0 3 7.9 
Civil servant/official 0 .0 1 100.0 1 2.6 
Total 6 15.8 32 84.2 38 100.0 
 
Reflective Comments: The tabular, quantitative information presented on the marital, 
education, and employment status by household head is very useful in ordering perceptions of 
poverty.  This presentation provides an excellent means of supporting commonly held links 
between poverty, gender and proxies of well-being.   However, while showing the connections, 
the data provide little information on how and why these patterns persist.  More qualitative 
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methods that query individuals or groups about historical traditions and perceptions on gender 
roles can go far in opening up understanding. 
6.3  HOUSEHOLD CONSTRUCTION AND ASSETS 
6.3.1  Household Construction 
The households in Katulya use mud, cow dung, or bricks/cement in the construction of the 
floors and walls of their homes.  Roof construction is primarily done from tin or iron sheets, 
although poorer households use grass and sticks.   The survey results show that, overall, 
beneficiary households had a slightly poorer quality home construction than non-beneficiaries.  
However, none of these differences are statistically significant at the 0.05 percent level.  
Table 32:  Construction Materials of Households by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % (rows) # % (rows) # % (cols) 
Floor Construction 
Mud/cow/dung 27 49.1 28 50.9 55 67.9 
Brick/block/cement 11 42.3 15 57.7 26 32.1 
Total* 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
Wall Construction 
Brick/block/cement 20 40.0 30 60.0 50 61.7 
Mud/cow/dung 18 58.1 13 41.9 31 38.3 
Total 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
Roof Construction 
Tin/iron sheets 31 43.1 41 56.9 72 88.9 
Grass/sticks/makuti 7 87.5 1 12.5 8 9.9 
Brick/block/cement 0 .0 1 100.0 1 1.2 
Total 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
*One household did not have a structure built on its property 
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Nearly all households, 93.8 percent, reported access to a pit latrine, the most basic form of 
waste sanitation.45  Fewer households had access to clean, safe drinking water.  The majority, 
57.5 percent, used an unprotected source of water (e.g. river, lake, or pond).  Common to most 
rural areas in Kenya, paraffin is the primary source of lighting and wood the primary source of 
cooking fuel.   There was no large distinction between beneficiary and non-beneficiary 
households in terms of access to lighting sources.    
Table 33: Sources of Toilet Facility, Drinking Water, Lighting, and Cook Fuel by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % (rows) # % (rows) # % (cols) 
Toilet Facility 
Pit latrine 35 46.1 41 53.9 76 93.8 
None/pan/bucket 3 60.0 2 40.0 5 6.2 
Total 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
Source of Drinking Water 
River/lake/pond 23 50.0 23 50.0 46 57.5 
Spring/well 14 43.8 18 56.3 32 40.0 
Paid public tap 1 50.0 1 50.0 2 2.5 
Total* 38 47.5 42 52.5 80 100.0 
Source of Lighting 
Paraffin/kerosene 34 46.6 39 53.4 73 90.1 
Other - solar power 1 25.0 3 75.0 4 4.9 
Firewood 2 100.0 0 .0 2 2.5 
Candles/flashlight 0 .0 1 100.0 1 1.2 
Gas 1 100.0 0 .0 1 1.2 
Total 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
Source of cooking fuel 
Firewood 37 50.0 37 50.0 74 91.4 
Grass 1 33.3 2 66.7 3 3.7 
Charcoal 0 .0 3 100.0 3 3.7 
Paraffin/kerosene 0 .0 1 100.0 1 1.2 
Total 38 46.9 43 53.1 81 100.0 
*One household did not have a structure built on its property and one household did not respond to this question. 
                                                      
45
 A pit latrine consists of a wooden or concrete slab installed over a dug-out pit.  It should be constructed uphill to 
the homestead to avoid possible run-off or infiltration into drinking water.  The primary disadvantage of such 
construction is that it is prone to bad smells and fly infestations.  
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Reflective Comments: While this section on house construction and sources of water, sanitation, 
and energy is not that revealing from a quantitative standpoint, in Chapter Seven we shall see 
that these proxies are an integral part of understanding what it means to be poor in Katulya.  In 
Chapter Seven, I use these data to illustrate another disjuncture between the external, dominant 
measurement discourse of survey data and the internal measures captured through self-
reflective and community-based methodologies.    
6.3.2  Household Assets 
The household survey presented a fixed list of assets commonly owned by rural Kenyans.46  
The list included both livestock and basic household items.   The distribution of these items 
between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries is discussed below. 
6.3.2.1  Land and Livestock 
Table 34 and Table 35  present data on land and livestock ownership.  Only 26.8 percent of 
households owned land.  Low ownership rates at first appear surprising given that in this area 
of Makueni farming is the primary livelihood.  However, the low figure is not uncommon 
considering the Kamba organization of familial life (see Chapter Three).  Most families live in 
shared compounds where several generations live together but maintain separate households.  
In this case, younger generations tended to farm the land owned by the elders.  For those that 
did own land, average holdings were quite high at 10.5 hectares, an indication that the land 
might support multiple generations.        
Perhaps more interesting is that average land holdings were nearly double for beneficiaries 
(14.7 hectares) than for non-beneficiaries (7.6 hectares).   A similar pattern followed for 
livestock ownership.  Of the 35.4 percent of households owning cattle, 62.1 percent were 
                                                      
46
 The list of assets I selected to include follow other surveys done in rural Kenya and sub-Saharan Africa.  The list 
includes all the items needed to construct my composite index, the Progress out of Poverty Index (PPI). 
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beneficiary households and 37.9 percent were non-beneficiary households.  In general, large 
land holdings and greater assets are associated with lower poverty rates.   These results are 
therefore counterintuitive, and could indicate an issue with WFP targeting. 
One plausible explanation for the anomaly is the social custom in Katulya of rewarding 
Relief Committee members with WFP program benefits (See Chapter Eight).  In this region of 
Makueni, the community Relief Committee is responsible for local coordination of the WFP 
program.  The members of the committee are in effect “paid” for their services by inclusion on 
the beneficiary rolls.   Required to read and write, these women are relatively more educated 
and thus more likely to come from wealthier households.  While I am unable to directly link RC 
members to specific households, anecdotal evidence from enumerators visiting the compounds 
of RC members suggest that these households were relatively better-off compared to their 
neighbors.47    
 A second possible explanation for lower land holdings by non-beneficiaries is their ability to 
access other sources of income.  The survey results demonstrate that non-beneficiaries had 
greater access to income-earning jobs in fields other than agriculture (e.g. teacher, civil servant, 
salaried employment, or trader).   With this alternative income source, perhaps there was less 
of a need provided by, and a greater burden associated with, owning large land holdings and 
keeping livestock.   
 
                                                      
47
 The names of the RC members do not necessarily match the household names provided on the master list, so it 
is not possible for me to tell which RC member belonged to what household. 
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Table 34: Percentage of Households Owning Land and Livestock by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary (N = 38) Non-Beneficiary (N = 44) Total (N = 82) 
# HH who own % (rows) # HH who own (% rows) # HH who own % of total HH 
Land 9 40.9 13 59.1 22 26.8 
Cattle* 18 62.1 11 37.9 29 35.4 
Donkeys 17 50.0 17 50.0 34 41.5 
Goats 30 50.8 29 49.2 59 72.0 
Sheep 3 50.0 3 50.0 6 7.3 
Pigs  0 .0 1 100.0 1 1.2 
Chickens 31 47.7 34 52.3 65 79.3 
* Two-sided z-test of equality of column proportions is significant at the 0.05 level 
Table 35: Average Number of Land & Livestock Owned by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary  Total 
Med Mean Min Max Med Mean Min Max Med Mean Min Max 
Land  10.1 14.7 .5 40.5 3.2 7.6 1.2 40.5 6.0 10.5 .5 40.5 
Cattle 1.0 1.5 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.4 1.0 10.0 1.0 1.8 1.0 10.0 
Donkeys 1.0 1.1 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.9 1.0 10.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 10.0 
Goats 3.0 3.8 1.0 11.0 4.0 5.9 1.0 20.0 4.0 4.8 1.0 20.0 
Sheep 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.0 2.3 1.0 4.0 2.0 2.2 1.0 4.0 
Pigs  . . . . 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Chickens 5.0 7.4 1.0 25.0 5.0 7.1 1.0 30.0 5.0 7.2 1.0 30.0 
A two sided t-test of equality of column means reveals that none of the categories are statistically significant at the 
0.05 level  
 
Reflective Comments: Here again, we see survey findings that are counterintuitive to established 
discourse on the relationships between poverty and its material manifestations.   The role of the 
evaluator is to offer plausible explanations for the discrepancy.  In retrospect, it would have 
been useful to ask a question on how many people were supported by a given land holding.  
However, it will always be the case that evaluators will retrospectively lament the failure to 
include a given question in the survey design.  In this instance, an iterative evaluation plan could 
have been very useful.  Evaluators could gain additional insight if they were able to return to the 
community after fully analyzing the data to ask more questions.  For instance, if the quantitative 
data revealed the above results, an FGD moderator could return and ask questions related to 
inheritance, patterns of land tenure, and productivity, to name a few. 
 
We know from the discussion in Chapter Three that, due to the establishment of private 
property and the resulting loss of common grazing land, Kamba land tenure practices have 
evolved.  In pre-colonial times, Kamba offspring would move to unclaimed land to stake out new 
homesteads.  Today, however, with population and land pressure, households must subdivide 
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existing land between descendants.  Indeed, studies show that as the population increases in the 
Makueni district, land holdings are falling (Murton 1999).  The cycle of poverty continues as 
smaller land holdings combined with increases in the number of offspring (mouths to feed) leads 
to more intensive agricultural practices, which in turn leads to the deterioration of already 
marginal lands and the further adjustment of Kamba traditions.   Thus, while the land holding 
information is helpful in identifying a problem, it does little to explain why or how that problem 
originated. 
6.3.2.2  Other Household Assets 
Table 36 presents data on ownership of other common household assets such as 
mattresses, cooking pots, bicycles, and mobile phones. Overall, the household asset data track 
with the targeting presumption that beneficiary households, on average, own fewer assets than 
non-beneficiary households.  For instance, one can see that a larger percentage of non-
beneficiary households owned more expensive assets such as carts, sofa sets, stoves, and 
mobile phones.   
Table 36: Household Asset Ownership by Beneficiary Status 
  
Beneficiary (N = 38) Non-beneficiary (N = 44) Total (N = 82) 
Mean #  
owned 
# HH 
who 
own 
% 
(rows) 
Mean #  
owned 
# HH 
who 
own 
% 
(rows) 
Mean #  
owned 
# HH 
who 
own 
% of 
Tot 
HH 
Cook pots* (sufuria) 4 38 47.5 6 42 52.5 5 80 97.6 
Hoes 4 38 48.1 4 41 51.9 4 79 96.3 
Carts 1 8 33.3 1 16 66.7 1 24 29.3 
Ox-drawn plows 1 23 52.3 1 21 47.7 1 44 53.7 
Mattresses 2 34 45.9 3 40 54.1 3 74 90.2 
Sofa sets 3 9 32.1 3 19 67.9 3 28 34.1 
Paraffin lamps 2 30 44.1 2 38 55.9 2 68 82.9 
Stoves 1 11 35.5 1 20 64.5 1 31 37.8 
Mobile phones** 1 16 34 2 31 66 2 47 57.3 
Radios** 1 18 36.7 1 31 63.3 1 49 59.8 
Cassette players 1 7 33.3 1 14 66.7 1 21 25.6 
TVs** 0 0 0 1 6 100 1 6 7.3 
Bicycles** 1 8 29.6 1 19 70.4 1 27 32.9 
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
*Two sided t-test of equality of column means is significant at the 0.05 level. 
**Two-sided z-test of equality of column proportions is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Reflective Comments: While this type of table helps to provide a detailed picture of the 
beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups, it is hard to tell exactly what the variables mean.  From 
a quantitative perspective I ran pairwise t-tests on the equality of column means (average 
number of assets owned) and z-tests of equality of column proportions (counts of households 
owning a given asset) for the different categories of assets.   In the case of the former, only 
cooking pots were significant.  That is, having on average of four cooking pots for beneficiaries 
versus six cooking pots for non-beneficiaries is not likely due to chance.  In the case of the latter, 
the differences between beneficiary and non-beneficiary households by number of mobile 
phones, radios, televisions, and bicycles owned are not likely due to chance.  Interestingly, the 
FGD results (discussed in Chapter Seven) reveal that groups in the community strongly equate 
poverty levels with asset ownership, suggesting that these results do represent, at least in part, 
a contextual meaning of what it means to be poor in this community.  
6.3.3  Remittances and other Aid 
To understand the influence of the WFP program in Katulya, the survey asked whether or 
not households received support from any other development or charity aid organization.  Two 
households received funds from a local church and one from the Red Cross.  WFP is clearly the 
primary donor agency operating in the area.   
The survey also asked respondents whether or not they received remittances on a regular 
basis.  Table 37 shows that these numbers are higher for non-beneficiaries than beneficiaries 
(36.4 percent vs. 28.9 percent).   Table 38 shows the mean remittance amounts by beneficiary 
status.  The average remittance amount was slightly higher for non-beneficiaries than 
beneficiaries, Ksh 1,925 and Ksh 1,032 respectively.  None of these figures, however, were 
statistically significant. 
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Table 37: Remittances by Beneficiary Status 
Receive remittances on a regular basis from 
family or friends 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# 
% 
(rows) 
% 
(cols) # 
% 
(rows) 
% 
(cols) # 
% 
(cols) 
Yes 11 40.7 28.9 16 59.3 36.4 27 32.9 
No 27 49.1 71.1 28 50.9 63.6 55 67.1 
Total 38 46.3 100.0 44 53.7 100.0 82 100.0 
 
Table 38: Average Monthly Remittance Amount by Beneficiary Status 
 In Ksh 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
Mean Med Min Max Mean Med Min Max Mean Med Min Max 
Avg. monthly 
remittance 
amount 
  
1,032  
  
750  
  
200  
  
3,000  
  
1,925  
  
2,000  
  
500  
  
5,000  
  
1,561  
  
1,500  
  
200  
  
5,000  
 
Reflective Comments: Information on remittances is tricky to decipher and again points to the 
complexity involved in trying to detangle the causal pathways that lead into and out of 
deprivation.  On one hand, beneficiaries might be expected to receive higher remittances given 
that they are more likely to need the money.  However, the program itself can alter these 
economic decisions.  If a given household receives food aid, there may be less of a need for 
remittances.  In such circumstances, the person supplying the remittance may decide to invest 
this money elsewhere.  Since aid and remittances are not independent, the receipt of one 
automatically changes the calculation of poverty with regards to decisions about the other.  
Thus, the determination of who should get aid (or remittances) is influenced by who defines 
“need.”  As Mosse (2005) points out, the definition of need in the case of aid is determined by 
the donor or, in Katulya’s case, by the targeting or measurement method imposed by WFP.  Yet, 
the definition of need for remittances is based on household economic decisions.  The conflation 
of the two can lead to inappropriate interpretation of the data. 
 
6.4  PROGRAM PERCEPTIONS 
In this section I examine household perceptions of the WFP program.  I look at how 
beneficiary and non-beneficiary households consider the fairness of WFP’s distribution of 
benefits.  
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6.4.1  Beneficiary Status and Ration-Sharing 
One interesting finding derived from the program perception data was the confusion 
between the community definition of “household” and that used by the evaluators.   The 
survey asked respondents to indicate whether or not their household was a WFP beneficiary 
household, and then subsequently recorded how much food they received in the last WFP food 
delivery.  Interestingly, 38.6 percent of those labeled non-beneficiary households by the WFP 
identified themselves as beneficiaries (see Table 39).   
Evaluators turned to WFP to get clarification on the question.  Program staff confirmed that 
the original list of beneficiaries was correct.  The secretary of the Relief Committee in Katulya 
queried some of the households that incorrectly indicated that they were beneficiaries to 
determine why they had identified themselves in this way.  These respondents cited that they 
lived in compounds with beneficiaries and therefore received some of their food aid.   Yet, the 
survey explicitly asked whether the household received food aid directly from WFP as a 
beneficiary or indirectly from a family member (See Appendix 1).   The WFP definition of 
household (cook and eat from the same pot) was certainly used by enumerators to identify the 
number of households within a compound (see discussion in Chapter Four), so it is unclear what 
exactly happened.  One possibility is that enumerators failed to adequately explain to 
households the distinction between direct and indirect food aid.  A second possibility is that as 
respondents completed the survey, they reverted back an internal definition of household.48    
                                                      
48
 This issue is epitomized in our one household that completed two surveys.  One respondent indicated the 
household was a beneficiary while the other indicated the household was not a recipient.  Concurrently, one 
indicated receipt of direct food aid while the other indicated indirect receipt.  What this actually conflates is the 
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Table 39: Beneficiary Status per Household and WFP 
Beneficiary per HH 
Beneficiary per WFP Non-Beneficiary per WFP Total 
# % (cols) # % (cols) # % cols 
Yes 37 97.4 17 38.6 54 65.9 
No 1 2.6 27 61.4 28 34.1 
Total 38 100.0 44 100.0 82 100.0 
 
Reflective Comments: This finding presents another good example of a disjuncture between 
policy and practice within the field of measurement.  The donor-definition of household may not 
necessarily match that of a community; and yet, for measurement purposes, one definition must 
prevail.  The mismatch between definitions can muddle the interpretation of survey results.  In 
any event, the example demonstrates how the simplest of questions (in my mind) can become 
very blurred in the eyes of community members.   
 
Another interesting offshoot of this discussion involves ration-sharing.  My findings paralleled 
that of a Kenyan WFP emergency operation evaluation report which described widespread 
sharing of WFP rations.  While in Katulya sharing seems to primarily occur among family and 
extended family, the Kenyan-wide evaluation report found aid distribution also served as a 
means of repaying economic or social debts.  Regardless of the reasons for sharing, the practice 
is common in Kenyan society. The evaluation report suggests, and I concur, that it might be 
more realistic and appropriate if WFP were to acknowledge sharing as a social norm and build 
this idea into the program framework.  For instance, WFP currently determines a ration scale 
based on an individual kilocalorie allotment.  However, if this ration is diluted through sharing, 
perhaps another method is required.   The evaluation report puts forth a proposal that 
recommends that when over 85 percent of a targeted community is determined to be food-
insecure, the entire community should be given food aid so as to limit the dilution that occurs 
via sharing (WFP 4, 2009) .  Thus, in the event that only a portion of the population receives aid, 
the sharing of food creates added challenges for evaluating program success.  In cases where 
only a limited number of households receive aid and food sharing is prevalent, perhaps the 
impact of food aid should be measured at the community rather than the individual level. 
 
6.4.2  Program Targeting  
The survey asked respondents to what extent they agreed or disagreed with a series of 
statements about the WFP program.  Across the board, beneficiary households saw the 
                                                                                                                                                                           
definition of households.  While for survey purposes we identified the two households as one household since they 
‘eat from the same pot’, the households themselves clearly considered themselves separate entities.  
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program in a more positive light than did non-beneficiaries.  For instance, 86.8 percent of 
beneficiary households agreed or strongly agreed that the WFP selection process was fair 
whereas this number was only 59.1 percent for non-beneficiary households.   
Despite these challenges, it appears that overall the WFP program was relatively well 
received by community members.   
  Table 40: Breakout of Perception on Fairness by agreement level by Beneficiary Status 
Respondent… 
Beneficiary 
(N= 38) 
Non-Beneficiary 
(N= 44) 
Total  
(N = 82) 
% (cols) % (cols) % (cols) 
Is aware of WFP selection 
criteria 
Strongly agree 44.7 25.0 34.1 
Agree 31.6 25.0 28.0 
Neither agree or disagree 7.9 6.8 7.3 
Disagree 2.6 11.4 7.3 
Strongly disagree 13.2 31.8 23.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Believes selection process is 
fair 
Strongly agree 57.9 38.6 47.6 
Agree 28.9 20.5 24.4 
Neither agree or disagree .0 20.5 11.0 
Disagree 7.9 15.9 12.2 
Strongly disagree 5.3 4.5 4.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Believes aid reaches the HH 
who need it most 
Strongly agree 57.9 45.5 51.2 
Agree 31.6 18.2 24.4 
Neither agree or disagree .0 18.2 9.8 
Disagree 7.9 11.4 9.8 
Strongly disagree 2.6 6.8 4.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Believes certain families have 
preferential treatment 
Strongly agree 2.6 13.6 8.5 
Agree 5.3 9.1 7.3 
Neither agree or disagree 2.6 27.3 15.9 
Disagree 36.8 22.7 29.3 
Strongly disagree 52.6 27.3 39.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Believes some HH receive aid 
who should not 
Strongly agree 5.3 18.2 12.2 
Agree 5.3 11.4 8.5 
Neither agree or disagree 7.9 20.5 14.6 
Disagree 26.3 18.2 22.0 
Strongly disagree 55.3 31.8 42.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Reflective Comments: Practitioners find that patterns of program satisfaction often follow along 
beneficiary/non-beneficiary divisions.  Despite reassurances of confidentiality, beneficiaries are 
frequently hesitant to disparage the program in fear of losing benefits.  Conversely, non-
beneficiaries may hold grudges or resentments about restrictions in access to benefits that 
influence their stated opinions.  As several authors note, it is very difficult to access the hidden 
agendas of communities to understand their true motivations (Li, 2005; Scott J. C., 1999; 
Ahmand, 2002).   
Drawing on my experience evaluating similar projects, I contend that a mixed method approach 
can help reveal some of these hidden opinions.  In 2010, I worked on a social assistance program 
in Rwanda (called VUP) that asked similar questions to those above about program impact and 
targeting.  The respondents of both the household survey and of the focus groups 
overwhelmingly agreed that the Government program had made a positive impact on the lives 
of beneficiaries.  In all areas (diet/nutrition, health, education, assets) over 90 percent of the 
household survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the program was helping 
households.   Moreover, greater than 70 percent of all FGD respondents agreed that VUP was 
helping households to meet food needs and keep children in school.   
 The way we conducted the FGDs was to first ask the group as a whole (through a hand raising 
exercise) to answer a question. We would then explore the group responses through more 
probative open-ended questions.  When we dug a bit deeper, asking more pointed questions on 
program satisfaction, the results were much more mixed.  FDG respondents in certain provinces 
reported lower levels of understanding and a lack of program knowledge.   These same 
provinces reported higher rates of dissatisfaction with program staff and with the fairness of the 
program selection process.  Most striking was that the provinces which reported higher levels of 
dissatisfaction also reported dysfunction in the program payment process.  In these provinces, 
the respondents raised a large number of complaints relating to the untimely receipt of program 
benefits.   The narratives revealed that due to late payments some beneficiaries were actually 
pushed into credit dependency.  While waiting on expected funds, these households borrowed 
money to cover debts and, in turn, were unable to service the interest on the debt.  While some 
of these anomalies were displayed in the tabular data, the underlying issues would never have 
come to light without the probing, qualitative analysis.  As a direct result of these findings, the 
Government of Rwanda is making changes to the program design. 
 
6.5  CONCLUSION 
In this chapter I used my household survey data to provide a picture of the Katulya 
community.  I described household attributes such as household size, house construction, 
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education levels, health status, and income patterns, breaking the information out by 
beneficiary status and along gendered lines.  Like standard program evaluation reports, I 
presented the data in a quantitative, tabular format.   However, in most sections I also 
commented on the perils of using this type of data as a sole source of community information.   
By applying a dialectic format of presentation and then commentary, I point out how different 
methods of measurement might reveal or conceal important information about how poverty is 
experienced within the community.  
The tabular format practitioners use to describe communities is useful in framing a picture 
of those living in poverty.   It helps explore common links between different dimensions of well-
being such as education, health and income.  We know that other factors being equal, people 
will choose good health over poor health, a rich and varied diet over not having enough to eat, 
and so forth.  Thus, the data can help describe the what in which a community operates.  
Where this type of quantitative measurement data falls short is in revealing the why and the 
how of the problem.  A table cannot provide the subtext or contextual information to explain 
why a problem exists, and therefore cannot tell us how to make improvements.   
The chapter points out various disjunctures that may occur when applying quantitative 
measurement tools in isolation.  While the discourse of measurement in evaluation texts (the 
quantitative, tabular structure and attention to statistical significance) addresses stylized 
notions of the links between proxy indicators of poverty and poverty, they do little to provide 
depth and meaning to these relationships, failing to capture poverty as a socially constructed 
idea.  Again we see this tension between simplifying measurement for ease of use and 
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understanding, but in doing so, losing sight of the complexity of the issue.  These disconnects 
demonstrate how, by reinforcing simplified notions of what it means to be poor, measurement  
can be complicit in sustaining existing understandings of poverty and subsequent policy action.  
I argue the need for a more reflective evaluation design that not only includes mixed methods, 
but that more purposefully acknowledges the limitations of the applied tools. 
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7 COMPARISON OF THE FOUR POVERTY TOOLS: DIFFERENT MEASURES CREATE 
DIFFERENT REALITIES 
“Short-term thinking is what keeps poor people poor.” 
 
- Saxy’s coffee shop guest the day after 2010 US midterm elections 
 
7.1  INTRODUCTION 
In the preceding chapters I have discussed the challenges posed by trying to parse a 
complex social process such as poverty into understandable and measureable units. I have 
explored various reasons evaluators might privilege one measurement tool over another, and I 
have delved into the ways in which measurement, through simplification and concealment, 
shapes poverty discourse.  Moreover, I have discussed how, in shaping the discourse, 
measurement reinforces existing structures of power and privilege by guiding program practice 
and thus affecting future policy prescriptions.  However, to some extent, this entire 
conversation is only relevant if my original premise holds – that different measurement tools 
yield different results.  In this chapter, I discuss the relationships I found between the different 
poverty measures, demonstrating that the different methodologies – subjective, community, 
composite, and money-based – do indeed give different answers to the question “who is poor?” 
There are two aspects of my study design that make this research unique.  First, I compare 
not just two or three, but four different measures of poverty. To date, I know of no other study 
that has done so.  There are studies that compare the results of money-based poverty lines to 
composite indices (Sahn & Stifel, 2001; Vyas & Kumaranayake, 2006; Alatas, Banerjee, Olken, & 
Tobias).  Similarly, there are studies that look at the relationship between poverty lines and 
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community-based methods (Scoones, 1995; Kebede, 2007; Van Campenhout, 2006; Zeller, 
Feulefack, & Neef, 2006; Adams, Evans, Mohammed, & Farnsworth, 1997; Hargreaves, et al., 
2007).   Then there are authors who have explored the links between community-based 
measures and composite indices (Ovensen, 2006; Alatas, Banerjee, Olken, & Tobias; Booysena, 
van der Bergb, Burgerb, von Maltitza, & du Rand, 2008; Howe, Hargreaves, Gabrysch, & Huttly, 
2009; Liverpool-Tasie & Winter-Nelson, 2011).  Finally, there are studies that have compared 
the relationships between subjective measures of poverty and the various other measures 
(Howe, Hargreaves, Ploubidis, De Stavola, & Huttly, 2010).   In each case, two or three 
comparisons are made, but never four.   
The second significant contribution of this analysis is my ability to directly compare the four 
measures on the same set of households.  In other studies, authors compare sample averages 
across larger regional zones.  That is, the households included to construct a poverty-line 
measure are not necessarily the same households used to construct the composite index, for 
example.  To my knowledge, no study has directly compared all of these different measures on 
the same set of data.  In fact, a report by the World Bank comparing a composite index to a 
poverty line states “. . . an interesting exercise for future research would be to conduct a head-
to-head comparison (i.e., apply the tools to the same data set or to the same clients 
[households]) of the estimates of poverty incidence of the two tools” (CGAP, Ford Foundation, 
Social Performance Task Force, 2010).     
From this unique perspective, I not only demonstrate that different measures yield 
different results, but that each measure progressively holds a greater level of insider knowledge 
about place-based poverty.  The measures are related to one another by the degree to which 
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they represent this insider knowledge.  The chapter moves from a discussion of the most 
internalized measure of poverty (the individual, subjective poverty questions) to the most 
externalized measure (the money-based poverty line).  The first section begins with an analysis 
of Katulya households’ self-reflective poverty perceptions. Here I discuss the relationship 
between this measure and WFP’s targeting strategy and then move on to compare the self-
reflective results with other common poverty proxies.    Next, I follow with a discussion on the 
results of the community-based poverty measurement tool, my Poverty Wealth Ranking (PWR) 
focus group instrument.  Here, I analyze with closer scrutiny how different segments of the 
community perceive poverty by deconstructing the words used to describe the various poverty 
buckets.   I then go into detail on poverty line comparisons, examining how my constructed 
poverty line measures up to other poverty lines commonly applied in the Kenyan context.  
Finally, I conclude with the results of the direct comparison between the four measures using 
correlation analysis.  It is in this final section that I detail the relationships between the different 
measures.  To do so, I first show the general relationship between measures and the degree to 
which they capture insider knowledge about poverty.  I then examine how each measure 
presents a different pattern of selection, looking at what type of household each measure 
captures and what type of household each measure excludes.  
7.2  SELF- REFLECTIVE POVERTY PERCEPTIONS 
One way to understand poverty as experienced by a community is to directly ask study 
participants “do you consider your household poor?”  While this method is straightforward and 
easy to implement, the results are hard to analyze.  The difficulty arises from what (Scott J. C., 
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1999; Mosse, 2004) have described as hidden agendas.  Given that one’s reality is socially 
constructed, it is nearly impossible for an outsider (or evaluator) to understand a household’s 
motives for giving one response over another.  For instance, respondents might be hesitant or 
embarrassed to call themselves poor to an outsider, biasing the data towards a non-poor 
response.  Conversely, respondents might indicate their household as poor, believing their 
response is linked to some possible future benefit.  For such reasons, some argue that 
subjective poverty responses are of limited use (Haughton & Khandker, 2009).   Yet, if we 
assume that certain questions are not valid because they are socially charged, are we not just 
privileging one type of knowledge over another?   Several studies have used subjective poverty 
indicators to broaden the evaluator’s understanding of poverty in a community (Pradhan & 
Ravillion, 2000; Wagle, 2007; Ravallion & Lokshin, 2002). Moreover, as described below, my 
results demonstrate that there is a verifiable community understanding of what it means to be 
poor.   
7.2.1  Subjective Poverty Response Sets 
When I posed the question “in your opinion, is your household poor?” over half of the 
households in the community (53.7 percent) indicated that they did not consider themselves 
poor.  Indeed, the majority of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries believed they were not 
poor.  Given that poverty is socially constructed, if there is homogeneity in the lifestyles of 
households in Katulya (which my results tend to favor), this result is perhaps not surprising.   If 
one lives at the same level of expenditure, health, nutrition, etc. as one’s neighbor, then that 
standard of living might be considered normal rather than poor.   
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Table 41 shows the cross-tabulation between the subjective household poverty response 
(e.g., poor or not poor) to the household’s beneficiary status.  A larger percentage of 
beneficiaries than non-beneficiaries consider themselves poor than non-poor, but the results 
are not statistically significant.  Given that the WFP uses a community-based targeting strategy, 
that the numbers of poor/non-poor to beneficiary/non-beneficiary hover around 50 percent 
implies that there is little difference between a household’s individual perception of poverty 
and that of the community (from the perspective of who should receive benefits).  Indeed, as 
we shall see, in Katulya, I do find a common community understanding of what it means to be 
poor.  Moreover, I find measureable links between individual and community perceptions on 
poverty. 
Table 41: Self-reported Poverty Status by Beneficiary Status 
HH reflective 
Poverty 
Status  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % cols # % cols # % cols 
Poor 18a 47.4 20a 45.5 38 46.3 
Not Poor 20a 52.6 24a 54.5 44 53.7 
Total 38 100 44 100 82 100 
Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< 0.05 in 
the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. Tests 
assume equal variances.
1
 
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni 
correction. 
 
Perhaps a better way to understand how households in Katulya conceptualize poverty is to 
ask them specifically what features make a household poor.   Table 42 shows the survey results 
of this question.  At the top of the list for both beneficiary and non-beneficiary households are 
housing quality, food insecurity, lack of livestock, and inadequate access to land.   In many 
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ways, this response set parallels general perceptions of the development community about the 
material experience of those living in poverty.49    As discussed in Chapter Six, the top features 
of poor households (housing quality, food insecurity, etc.) represent many of the same 
indicators that commonly serve as proxies (or dimensions) of poverty and are thus used by 
evaluators to quantitatively provide a roadmap to poverty measurement.    Since the top 
responses are the same for both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, there appears on some 
level to be a common understanding about what it means to be poor in Katulya.50   
Table 42: Top Indicators of a Poor Household by Beneficiary Status 
Poverty Feature 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# % cols* # % cols # % cols 
Poor quality of housing structures 21a 55.3 22a 50.0 43 52.4 
Hungry (food insecurity) 19a 50.0 17a 38.6 36 43.9 
Not enough livestock 15a 39.5 20a 45.5 35 42.7 
Lack of land/access to land 8a 21.1 17a 38.6 25 30.5 
Not enough physical assets 7a 18.4 14a 31.8 21 25.6 
Not able to purchase basics 9a 23.7 7a 15.9 16 19.5 
Not able to pay school fees 2a 5.3 9b 20.5 11 13.4 
Poor health 8a 21.1 3a 6.8 11 13.4 
Not well educated/aware 3a 7.9 5a 11.4 8 9.8 
Low or variable income 4a 10.5 4a 9.1 8 9.8 
No wage-earning job 5a 13.2 3a 6.8 8 9.8 
Poor sanitation 4a 10.5 3a 6.8 7 8.5 
Too few income earners in HH 3a 7.9 4a 9.1 7 8.5 
                                                      
49
 As briefly discussed in Chapter Six, I worked on the evaluation of a social assistance program in Rwanda. 
Fortunately, I was able to include a similar question in the Rwandan household survey.   The indicators or 
descriptors of poverty most reported by rural Rwandan households were landlessness (75.4%), lack of food 
(64.5%), and lack of cattle (49.7%).  According to those surveyed other important indicators of poverty were 
housing construction, lack of access to health services and lack of a wage-earning job.  Thus, the results mirror 
those found in Katulya. 
50
 These responses also top the list when the data are broken out by male/female household head. See Appendix 
3. 
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Note: Values in the same row and sub table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< 
0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the 
test. Tests assume equal variances.
2
 
2. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost sub table using the 
Bonferroni correction. 
*multiple response set, so totals will be greater than 100% 
 
Following  the idea that there exists a distinctive community understanding of what it 
means to be poor, I cross tabulated the survey respondents’ top feature of a poor household --
housing structure-- with the survey response to the question “is your household poor?”  The 
results, shown in Table 43,  demonstrate that households who had floors and walls constructed 
of cheaper materials such as mud or cow dung were more likely to consider themselves poor 
than those who had floors and walls made of more expensive materials such as bricks or blocks 
or cement.51   These relationships are statistically significant at the 0.05 level. 
These findings, by linking a poverty proxy (housing structure) with a subjective perception 
of poverty (my household is poor), provide a strong indication that there is a community 
understanding of what it means to be poor in Katulya.  The results also point to a social 
grounding in the relationships that the development community assumes between the material 
manifestation of poverty (e.g. housing structures, land, assets, education, etc.) and poverty as 
an experience.   To some extent, the findings validate the use of quantitative, tabular survey 
data.  As we will see, this notion of a common understanding of community poverty is further 
supported by the responses provided by focus group participants when developing a 
community-based definition of poverty. 
                                                      
51
 The results for roof construction are not that meaningful since the majority of households have tin roofs.  
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Table 43: House Construction by Subjective Poverty Status 
House Construction 
Poor Not Poor Total 
# % row # % row # % cols 
  Floor construction 
Mud/cow/dung 31a 56.4 24b 43.6 55 67.9 
Brick/block/cement 6a 23.1 20b 76.9 26 32.1 
  Wall Construction 
Mud/cow/dung 20a 64.5 11b 35.5 31 38.3 
Brick/block/cement 17a 34.0 33b 66.0 50 61.7 
  Roof Construction 
Grass/sticks/makuti 4a 50.0 4a 50.0 8 9.9 
Brick/block/cement 1a 100.0 0 .0 1 1.2 
Tin/iron sheets 32a 44.4 40a 55.6 72 88.9 
Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different 
at p< 0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not 
included in the test. Tests assume equal variances.
2
 
2. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the 
Bonferroni correction. 
 
Returning to Table 42, the two other top indicators of poverty reported by households were 
hunger (43.9 percent) and shortage of livestock (42.7 percent).  These latter two responses 
reinforce the notion that the experience of those living in poverty is place-based.  Recall that 
Katulya recently emerged from a long, severe drought and years of famine.  During this time, 
many households went hungry and were forced to sell or eat their cattle, leaving no viable 
means to plow their land.52   It is therefore not surprising that hunger and lack of livestock 
featured prominently in local perceptions on poverty. 
                                                      
52
 The lack of cattle was a primary concern raised by FGD participants.  They vocally expressed that while food aid 
is necessary (and appreciated) it was not going to get households off assistance in the long-term.   To achieve this 
goal, households need help cultivating their land so that they can once again produce fruitful harvests.   FGD 
members recommended that the WFP subsidize cattle purchases or refocus its public works projects to land 
cultivation rather than road building, terracing, etc.   
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7.2.2  Household Worries 
To provide another way to illuminate the concerns or troubles faced by Katulya households, 
we asked respondents to indicate the issues that had worried them the most in the past month, 
meaning those concerns that had “kept them up at night.”   These results are presented in 
Table 44 below. 
The top worries listed by survey respondents were education of self/family (57.3 percent), 
lack of income (47.6 percent), and poor quality of shelter (35.4 percent).53   Again, all these 
worries paralleled commonly applied proxies of poverty.  Reflective of the recent drought, 
nearly 50 percent of households expressed some form of concern over their ability to farm – 
either due to lack of animals, farm instruments, farm labor, or access to land.   This common 
worry again points back to a local grounding in time and space of the poverty experience. 
One point of interest is that the top worry, lack of education, did not figure prominently in 
the response set on top features of poor households.   I am not sure how to explain this 
anomaly.  A second point of interest is that according to the worries response set, it was non-
beneficiary households that worried more about meeting basic food needs.  This anomaly could 
be due to the fact that these households did not receive WFP food aid. 
 
 
                                                      
53
 When posing this question, the majority of answers fell into the ‘other’ column.  Therefore the list in the table is 
not the same as originally posed in the questionnaire.  I added additional categories and expanded the descriptions 
of others to include the majority of the responses.  This re-categorization is likely due to the new nature of this 
question- like the poverty question, it was not standard for the field and therefore there are no detailed lists 
available for possible responses. 
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Table 44: Top Worries of Households by Beneficiary Status 
Worry 
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 
# % (rows) % of Ben # % (rows) % of non-Ben # % of Tot 
Education self/family 23 48.9 60.5 24 51.1 54.5 47 57.3 
Lack of income 16 41.0 42.1 23 59.0 52.3 39 47.6 
Poor quality of shelter 15 51.7 39.5 14 48.3 31.8 29 35.4 
Health of self/family 9 40.9 23.7 13 59.1 29.5 22 26.8 
Meeting daily food needs 5 29.4 13.2 12 70.6 27.3 17 20.7 
Lack of a steady job 7 41.2 18.4 10 58.8 22.7 17 20.7 
Health of crops 5 38.5 13.2 8 61.5 18.2 13 15.9 
Other** 5 55.6 13.2 4 44.4 9.1 9 11.0 
Lack of animals 6 66.7 15.8 3 33.3 6.8 9 11.0 
Health of animals 4 66.7 10.5 2 33.3 4.5 6 7.3 
Lack of labor to farm 3 50.0 7.9 3 50.0 6.8 6 7.3 
Not well edu/ignorance 2 40.0 5.3 3 60.0 6.8 5 6.1 
Meeting family basic needs 5 100.0 13.2 0 .0 .0 5 6.1 
Family worries 2 50.0 5.3 2 50.0 4.5 4 4.9 
Lack of farm implements 1 33.3 2.6 2 66.7 4.5 3 3.7 
Land Access 2 100.0 5.3 0 .0 .0 2 2.4 
Clean water 1 100.0 2.6 0 .0 .0 1 1.2 
*can total greater than 100% due to multiple response set 
**varied answers include money to pay debts, fencing compound, quality of life, nothing to sell, adequate storage 
container for harvest, and Kenyan government 
 
The self-reflective survey data on household poverty features and household worries 
present an interesting set of results that help paint a broader picture of how poverty is 
understood and experienced in the Katulya community.    
7.3  COMMUNITY-BASED POVERTY PERCEPTIONS 
 
In this section I discuss how a community understanding of poverty emerges from my 
participatory focus group data.  While I used the ranking information to construct a quantitative 
tool (PWR score) to compare to the other measures of poverty, the qualitative descriptive data 
set on its own is very informative. 
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Since its advent in the late 1980s, the development community has embraced the notion of 
participatory development.  Brought to the forefront by the work of Robert Chambers 
(Chambers R. , 2005; Chambers R. , 1983; Chambers R. , 1997), the broad aim of participatory 
development is to involve beneficiaries in the decision-making process that directly impacts 
their lives (Guijt, 1998).  While theoretically appealing, in practice, critics have pointed out 
multiple problems in the application of participatory development.  These issues include high 
opportunity costs to participants, lack of local capacity to manage participation, and 
misinterpretation of community involvement as equivalent to empowerment.  One of the 
primary critiques of a participatory design is that only certain members of the community are 
allowed to participate.  To gain access to the community, agencies frequently need to work 
through those in power (chiefs, politicians, etc.).  Often it is these local power structures that 
control information and access, potentially excluding more marginalized pockets of the 
population and thus limiting the usefulness of “participatory” data. 
Given the potential for this exclusion I wanted to explore the consistency of a community’s 
definition of poverty, to determine whether the Katulya definition of poverty varied by factors 
such as age, gender, or social position.  To do so, I conducted multiple poverty wealth ranking 
(PWR) focus groups with different segments of the population.   As described in Chapter Four, I 
had each focus group (men, women, youth, and the disabled) derive definitions of poverty.  The 
groups developed their own sets of words and phrases to describe the different poverty 
categories of very poor, poor, average, and wealthy.  At the outset, I assumed that between 
groups these definitions would vary significantly.  However, I found quite the opposite.  The 
poverty definitions each group used for the different buckets were amazingly similar.  This 
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finding parallels the results from other studies (Scoones, 1995), and builds on the findings of 
the self-reflective data which support the notion that in Katulya there is a common 
understanding of what it means to be poor.    
7.3.1  Patterns in Poverty Bucket Description 
As I analyzed the FGD discussion transcripts, I found that the different groups shared 
consistent descriptions of the various poverty categories.  For instance, all the focus groups 
described very poor families as having dirty compounds littered with waste and feces.   The 
FGDs identified the very poor by detailing their possessions and nutritional patterns.  For 
instance, the very poor owned no more than one cook pot, wore tattered clothing, and 
consumed plain maize with no adornments such as salt, sugar, or vegetable oil.  Other studies 
have found similar patterns of distinguishing assets and food quality when making poverty 
evaluations (Van Campenhout, 2006; Scoones, 1995).    Conversely, the FGDs characterized 
wealthy households as those owning brick houses, maintaining clean compounds, and living on 
well-balanced diets.  Figure 8 depicts the similarities between the definitions created by the 
different groups.  For a full description of each group’s bucket definitions, see Appendix 4.   
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Figure 8: Focus Group Poverty Bucket Descriptions 
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One of the few distinct differences among the poverty bucket descriptions provided by the 
FGDs was the belief by the youth group that most average households owned mobile phones 
and radios.  The other groups were more inclined to use these assets as descriptors of wealthy 
households.  When I cross-referenced this information with household survey findings, I found 
that the youth group was correct -- 57 percent of all homes owned a mobile phone and 60 
percent owned a radio.54  While beyond the scope of my analysis, one fertile area of future 
research is the linkage between increasing access to technology and generational perceptions 
of poverty.   
Another interesting finding from the FGD discussions was the distinctive descriptions 
delineating the demeanor of members of various poverty groupings.  For instance, people in 
the focus groups described those in the very poor category as “shy” or having “self-pity.”  
Overall, the FGDs believed very poor households were embarrassed by their situation.  One 
member of the men’s FGD indicated that, “when you go to poor family and they see you 
coming they shut themselves in the house – [they] don’t want to be social.”  The perception is 
that these very poor households were burdened by their problems and felt somewhat helpless.  
One member of the women’s FGD indicated that members of very poor households “don’t walk 
upright.”  Such descriptions reflected the general perception that these households emanated a 
tangible feeling of defeat.    
                                                      
54
 When I cross tabulated a household’s PWR score with ownership of a mobile phone or a radio, the majority of 
owners fell into the poor bucket.  At first I thought this was an interesting result; however, on further reflection, 
the result is not surprising considering that the majority of homes scored in the poor category.  
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The FGDs made a subtle distinction in attitude between very poor and poor households.  
One member of the men’s FGD described the latter category of household by joking that “they 
will never be fat.”   While perhaps somewhat flippant, the joke conveys a sense that families in 
this group are surviving, but barely.   Rather than the feeling the hopelessness pervasive among 
the very poor, the poor face a general degree of uncertainty.  One FGD member described it 
best with the following statement: “. . . [Poor households] live in doubt because they don’t 
know where they will get casual labor.”   This concern over employment/income security also 
emerged in the household survey data.  Topping the worries list of self-described poor 
households was income (at 52.6 percent).   For self-described non-poor households, income 
came in second (at 43. 2 percent).55   There is an inherent fragility to the economic situation of 
poor households which led to this sense of uncertainty.  
In contrast, FGD participants described members of average households as “confident, sure 
of tomorrow” or noted that they “don’t look worried.”   Comments about wealthy households 
described them as having power, confidence, and pride.   One member of the youth FGD 
described members of wealthy households as “they are the boss of the community.”  Other 
comments included “[they] speak without fear,” or that in members of wealthy households the 
“face is bright.”  The link between wealth and a demeanor of confidence is quite striking.  One 
member of the men’s FGD said “he walks and you see he has money.” Similarly, a member of 
the women’s FGD said “[you] look at them and say ‘they are rich’.”  Another member explained 
                                                      
55
 As I analyzed these data, it occurred to me that in the future, the household survey should parallel that of the 
PWR poverty groupings.  Rather than ask “is your household poor?” the survey should ask “do you consider your 
household very poor, poor, average, or wealthy?” With this data set, an evaluator could make more direct 
comparisons between the household self-reflective data and the FGD conversations. 
 182 
 
it this way, “[they are] proud, you know by how they walk.”   The youth FGD also associated this 
group with happiness, stating “they are confident while talking, happy.” 
The attitudes (or perception of attitudes) of different wealth categories is something that a 
quantitative household survey misses entirely.   Wealth ranks are based on complex interaction 
of variables between community members and involve many social factors such as perception.   
To the extent that these reflections are important to understanding the experience of poverty 
in a community, the argument for mixed methods is reinforced.   Such findings could point to 
the need for more programs that address the social exclusion of people living in poverty. 
7.3.2  Patterns in Ranking 
In the second part of the focus group discussion, I had participants place households into 
one of the four poverty categories they had just described.  Interestingly, I found that the 
participants consistently placed the majority of households into the poor and average buckets.  
Table 45 displays the breakout of focus group placements by poverty bucket.  Indeed, as a 
whole, the FGD’s placed 93.9 percent of households in either the average or poor category.   
Table 45: Focus Group Placements by Poverty Bucket 
Focus Group 
Very Poor Poor Average Wealthy Total 
# 
% 
rows # 
% 
rows # 
% 
rows # 
% 
rows # 
Total 4 4.9 67 81.7 10 12.2 1 1.2 82 
Youth 3 3.8 40 50.0 35 43.8 2 2.5 80 
Female 4 4.9 71 86.6 6 7.3 1 1.2 82 
Male 12 14.6 60 73.2 9 11.0 1 1.2 82 
 
Why people tended to clump households into the center categories remains unclear.   On 
one hand, it is possible that despite reassurances to the contrary, FGD participants may have 
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believed that there are benefits (or consequences) attached to a given response.  I suspect, 
however, that the middling tendency had more to do with the fact that there exists little 
variation in standard of living across the community.   If true, this argument substantiates the 
reasons why self-reflective poverty measures might not be very helpful in delineating 
beneficiaries from non-beneficiaries.    
Kebede (2007) argues that the visibility of resources deemed important to a community 
plays a large part in the ranking process.  The logic is that, in a given community, certain 
resources are culturally relevant to wealth and power.   The visibility of these resources 
therefore influences the decision-making process of the ranker.   For example, since one can 
see livestock and not monetary savings, livestock will have a greater influence or weight in the 
ranking process.   I found it difficult to make these kinds of comparisons since the focus groups 
ranked so few households into the very poor and wealthy categories.     
7.4  MONEY-BASED POVERTY LINE COMPARISONS 
So far, I have discussed the two poverty measures (individual self-reflective and 
community-based) which incorporate a large about of insider information and are thus more 
likely to be based on perception.    In the following section, I go into more detail on interpreting 
the results of externally-focused poverty lines.  
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7.4.1  Comparing Katulya Expenditures to Common Money-Based Poverty Lines 
7.4.1.1  Poverty Line Comparison 
 
Since the primary advantage of a money-metric measure is the ability to compare levels of 
poverty across regions and countries, I wanted to see how Katulya fared when evaluated next 
to other common poverty lines.   Table 46 shows several poverty lines frequently used in the 
Kenyan context.  I present eight different lines, two calculated from my data, two reported by 
the GoK for rural Kenya, two recommended by the World Food Program in its latest EMOP 
evaluation(WFP 4, 2009),56 and finally two well-known international poverty lines ($1-a-day and 
$1.25-a-day).    The table shows how different poverty lines have different monetary (in this 
case Kenyan Shillings) thresholds. 
Table 46: Poverty Line Comparisons 
Poverty Line Threshold  in Kenyan Shillings (Ksh) 
Katulya Food Line  <37.31 
1$/day (2010 prices) <51.15 
WFP Food Poverty (recommended) <55.00 
Kenya Rural Food (2010 prices) <56.27 
Katulya Loaded Line  <56.27 
$1.25/day (2010 prices) <63.94 
WFP Rural Loaded (recommended) <74.00 
Kenya Rural National (2010 prices) < 88.95 
 
For each line, to arrive at a value in Kenyan shillings, I had to go through a series of 
calculations.  I constructed the two Katulya-based poverty lines from the consumption and 
price data collected during my research (see Chapter Four).  The two Kenyan poverty lines 
come from the Government of Kenya.  The GoK’s Bureau of Statistics calculates four poverty 
                                                      
56
 It is unclear what constitutes the basis of the recommendation of these levels.  However, they fit in with the 
general levels I calculate and thus appear reasonable.  
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lines for the country as a whole – two for urban areas and two for rural areas.  Since Katulya is a 
rural community, I used the two rural lines for comparison: the Kenya Rural Food (KRF) and the 
Kenya Rural National (KRN) poverty lines.  The KRF poverty line represents the expenditure 
needed (in Kenyan Shillings) to purchase 2,250 calories per day per adult equivalent (World 
Bank, 2009).  This line is comparable to the Katulya food line.  The KRN poverty line adds to the 
KRF expenditures on basic non-food items to represent what I call the Kenyan National or 
loaded poverty line (World Bank, 2009).  The KRN is comparable to the Katulya loaded poverty 
line.  The GoK constructed the national lines using data from the 2005-2006 Kenya Integrated 
Household Budget Survey (KIHBS) .57   My initial challenge was to find a way to make these 2005 
national lines comparable to the lines I constructed for Katulya in 2010.   I describe the method 
used to make these transformations in Box 11. 
Box 11: Comparing Apples to Oranges- Converting Poverty Lines to Current Day Price Indices 
The poverty lines that I calculated in the community of Katulya are based on 2010 prices.  To 
compare these lines to the Kenyan National poverty lines (from 2005), I needed to account for 
inflation.  To do so, I followed the methodology outlined by Sillers (2006).  The calculation 
required three bits of information, the poverty line estimates from 2005, the Kenyan 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) from 2005, and the Kenyan CPI from 2010.
58
  The Kenya Poverty 
and Inequality Assessment (World Bank, 2009) estimated the KRF poverty line and the KRN 
poverty line at Ksh 32.48 and Ksh 51.35, respectively.
59
    The Kenyan CPI levels for 2005 and 
2010 were 100 (2005 was the base year) and 173.230, respectively
60
.  So to convert the 2005 
poverty lines to today’s prices, I used the following calculation: 
 
                                                      
57
 For a detailed look at the calculation see the statistical annex on the GoK’s Bureau of Statistics 
58 
The latest Kenyan CPI reading was actually from Dec. 2009, but given the relative stability of Kenyan inflation 
between Dec. 2009 and April 2010 (when I conducted my research), I believe this is a fair estimate.  
59
 The report actually estimated these figures in terms of months rather than days (Ksh 1,562 and 988, 
respectively). To get a daily figure I multiplied by 12 and divided by 365.  
60
 The IMF website has a database called International Financial Statistics where they keep historical records of 
member country financial data.  See http://www.imfstatistics.org/imf/. 
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Kenya Food PL2010 = Kenya Food PL2005* CPI2010/CPI2005 
Kenya Loaded PL2010 = Kenya Loaded PL2005* CPI2010/CPI2005 
The resulting 2010 poverty lines for Kenya are thus estimated at Ksh 56.27 and Ksh 88.95, 
respectively. 
 
The same type of calculation was required to convert the international poverty lines of $1/day 
and $1.25/day into Kenyan shillings.  I need to find the current day purchasing power parity 
exchange rate between Kenyan shillings and US dollars (see Box 2).  According to the World 
Bank PovertyNet website, the latest calculation for the Kenyan PPP occurred in 2005.  At this 
time, financial analysts set the rate at Ksh 29.52 to the dollar.
61
  To bring this 2005 PPP 
exchange rate to 2010 prices, I used the following calculation:  
 
$1/day2010 = PPP2005*CPI2010/CPI2005 
 
Using this calculation, the $1/day poverty line in 2010 prices is Ksh51.15.  The $1.25/day line, 
in turn, is Ksh63.94 (1.25*51.15). 
 
The WFP-recommended food and national poverty lines come from the EMOP evaluation 
report discussed in detail in Chapter Eight.  While the evaluation report does not clearly specify 
how the WFP arrived at these poverty line recommendations, they are congruent with my 
calculations and therefore provide a useful link back to the conversation on policy, practice, and 
the realities on the ground. 
Finally, I include estimates for the common international poverty lines of $1-a-day and 
$1.25-a-day.  These comparisons help direct the conversation back to MDG poverty discourse 
which frames poverty reduction in terms of achievement of these international goal posts.  
By including them in the analysis I was better able to contrast global definitions of poverty 
with that measured in a small, localized place such as Katulya.   Since these lines are 
denominated in USD, I had to first convert them into Kenyan Shillings.  This translation however 
is somewhat tricky.  One cannot just go to a currency conversion website and translate the 
                                                      
61
 PovcalNet: the on-line tool for poverty measurement developed by the Development Research Group of the 
World Bank.  http://iresearch.worldbank.org/PovcalNet/povcalSvy.html. 
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value of one US dollar into Kenyan shillings (see Box 12).  To make the translations I followed a 
process similar to that of converting the Kenyan National poverty lines to 2010 prices (see Box 
11).   
Box 12: Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) and International Poverty Lines 
When traveling abroad one uses the currency exchange rate to convert US dollars into local 
currency (e.g. Kenyan Shillings).  This exchange rate measures the relative values of different 
currencies in relation to internationally traded goods and services such as oil, computer chips, 
and brand-name clothing (Sillers, 2006).  Poverty lines, however, are based on purchasing 
power parity (PPP) exchange rates which measure the relative value of different currencies in 
the domestic or local market (Sillers, 2006).  Analysts use PPP because poverty is place-based.  
Important to the poverty calculation is what an individual can afford to purchase within her 
own community with her local currency.  In general, the price of goods and services that are 
not traded internationally (such as haircuts, local foods, etc.) are relatively cheaper in 
developing country local markets.   
 
For instance, in Wote, the town where I stayed in the field, I purchased a full meal of lentils, 
Sukuma Wiki, and Chipatti for sixty bob (Ksh 0.60).  Using today’s currency exchange rate (Ksh 
84.08), the value of this meal was less than one penny (USD 0.007).   Obviously a dollar goes a 
lot farther in Wote, as the cost of a similar meal in the United States would be much, much 
higher.  In other words, those living in Makueni do not need as many dollars as we do to have 
a similar standard of living.  The PPP exchange rate attempts to account for this difference. If 
international currency exchange rates rather than PPP rates were used to calculate poverty 
lines, the level of poverty in a given country would be grossly overstated.  Thus, using the PPP 
exchange rate rather than the currency exchange rate helps ensure that poverty line local 
currency values reflect the standard of living in each country.   
 
Table 47 shows the percentage of households in Katulya that fall below a given poverty line 
by beneficiary status.   Clearly, depending on where one sets the line, a greater or lesser 
percentage of the Katulya population will be deemed poor.   This reality directs us back to the 
conversation by authors who question what it means exactly to discriminate the poor from the 
non-poor using a line (Laderchi et al., 2003, Johansen et al., 2007).  It is doubtful that any of 
these lines have a concrete physical meaning to those in Katulya who experience deprivation.   
That is, a household that earns Ksh 37.30 a day (who thus sits right on the Katulya poverty line) 
is not likely to experience poverty very differently from a household earning Ksh 40.20 a day 
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(who thus falls slightly above the line and would not be considered poor by the Katulya poverty 
line measure).   Yet, from a policy perspective, the lines potentially hold great meaning for 
those in Katulya; for there are material consequences attached to the selection of a given line.  
For instance, with just over half of the population, 51.2 percent, below the $1/day poverty line, 
this community may not be considered “poor enough” to receive attention by international 
organizations working towards meeting the MDG goals.  In fact, with the exception of WFP 
there is no other international presence in the area.  However, under the Kenyan Government’s 
definition of poverty, Katulya fairs poorly in relation to the rest of the rural areas in the country 
and might therefore be eligible for various programs.   
Given the potentially far reaching policy implications, it is important to understand why the 
lines are not consistent.  The differences are primarily due to measurement. 
For instance, let us compare the three food poverty lines.  The Katulya food poverty line 
suggests that just over 50 percent of Katulya is poor while the WFP and KRF food poverty lines 
indicate that over 75 percent of Katulya is poor.  What accounts for the discrepancy?  First, 
there is a great deal of measurement error associated with survey collection and analysis (see 
Chapter Four).  Second, I calculated the Katulya line from place-specific Katulya data whereas 
the other two lines were generated from averages of data collected from throughout rural 
Kenya.  The substantial differences between these lines demonstrates how even objective 
measures-based averages can be very misleading in a given place.  Moreover, they lend 
credence to the idea that poverty lines, through the machinations of the calculation, remove 
the definition of poverty from the community context, making the poverty line a very external 
measure. 
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Table 47: Percent of Households that Fall Below a Given Poverty Line by beneficiary status 
Poverty Line 
WFP beneficiary 
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Total 
# 
%  of  
bene # 
% of  
non-beneficiaries # 
% of 
total population 
Katulya Food  <37.31 ksh 26 68.4 16 36.4 42 51.2 
WFP Food <51.15 ksh 33 86.8 29 65.9 62 75.6 
Kenyan Food (KRF) <55.00 ksh 33 86.8 29 65.9 62 75.6 
$1/day <56.27 ksh 27 71.1 15 34.1 42 51.2 
Katulya Loaded <56.27 ksh 28 73.7 17 38.6 45 54.9 
$1.25/day  <63.94 ksh 32 84.2 18 40.9 50 61.0 
WFP Loaded <74.00 ksh 34 89.5 23 52.3 57 69.5 
Kenyan National (KRN) < 88.95 ksh 35 92.1 31 70.5 66 80.5 
Note: One must compare the food lines separate from the other lines – that is the reason you have fewer people 
below the $1/day line than the KRF, for example.  
 
 
Despite the obvious issues with poverty line comparison, one consistent point emerges 
from these data.  For any given line, a greater percentage of beneficiary households fell below 
the line than non-beneficiary households.  Thus, by the poverty line money-metric, this result 
suggests that WFP is fairly effective in targeting beneficiaries for its food program.  In the next 
section, we will look at how these poverty lines track for a more relative measure of poverty by 
analyzing what is called a poverty gap. 
7.4.1.2  Poverty Gap Comparison 
A poverty line is an absolute measure of poverty, in that a household is considered poor if it 
falls below the threshold expenditure amount. However, there is an argument to be made that 
how far one falls below the line is important to conceptualizing the experience of poverty or 
well-being.   To quantitatively capture this dimensionality, practitioners often calculate a 
relative measure related to the poverty line called the poverty gap.  The poverty gap measures 
the average shortfall of the total population from a given poverty line (UNDP, 2011).   The 
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measure provides a more tangible view of the depth of poverty in a given community.    For 
instance, the Katulya loaded poverty line is Ksh 56.27.  The poverty gap is then the average 
amount that households in Katulya fall below that line.  For details on how the gap is calculated, 
see Box 13. 
Box 13: Calculating the Poverty Gap 
The poverty gap represents how far a household falls below the poverty line.  To 
estimate the poverty gap per household, I subtracted the poverty line 
expenditure level from the household’s expenditure level.  In the below equation 
gi represents the gap for the i
th
 household, PL is the poverty line, and Xi is the i
th
 
household’s daily expenditures.  For any household’s expenditures that exceed 
the poverty line, I set their gap to zero. 
 
gi = PL – Xi/PL 
 
I then simply calculated the mean and standard deviation of the poverty gap 
across the sub-sample (in this case beneficiary and non-beneficiary households). 
 
Table 48 displays the poverty gap for each of the poverty lines by beneficiary status 
expressed in Kenyan shillings.  In every case, the poverty gap of WFP beneficiaries was larger 
than that of non-beneficiaries.  Moreover, the differences between the means are significant at 
the 95 percent confidence level, indicating that the differences are not likely due to chance.  
From a money-metric view of poverty, this result provides fairly strong evidence that WFP is 
correctly targeting beneficiaries.   
Table 48: Average Size of the Poverty Gap (Ksh) by Beneficiary Status 
Poverty Line 
WFP beneficiary 
Beneficiary (Ksh) Non-Beneficiary (Ksh) Total (Ksh) 
Mean Med Min Std Dev Mean Med Min Std Dev Mean Med Min Std Dev 
Katulya Food -9.1a -9.3 -27.4 8.6 -4.1b .0 -27.9 7.4 -6.4 -.4 -27.9 8.3 
$1/day -12.7a -12.3 -31.9 11.4 -4.9b .0 -34.6 8.6 -8.5 -1.0 -34.6 10.7 
WFP Food -23.6a -27.0 -45.1 13.1 -12.9b -8.9 -45.6 13.9 -17.9 -18.1 -45.6 14.5 
Kenya Food -24.7a -28.2 -46.4 13.4 -13.7b -10.1 -46.9 14.3 -18.8 -19.4 -46.9 14.8 
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Katulya Loaded -16.4a -17.4 -37.0 13.1 -6.7b .0 -39.7 10.6 -11.2 -6.1 -39.7 12.7 
$1.25/day -22.6a -25.1 -44.7 15.1 -9.8b .0 -47.4 13.8 -15.7 -13.8 -47.4 15.7 
WFP loaded -31.4a -35.1 -54.8 17.2 -14.7b -4.6 -57.4 17.8 -22.4 -23.8 -57.4 19.4 
Kenya loaded -45.2a -50.1 -69.7 19.7 -23.7b -19.5 -72.4 23.3 -33.7 -38.8 -72.4 24.1 
Note: Values in the same row and sub-table not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< 
0.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column means. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. 
Tests assume equal variances.
1
 
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the 
Bonferroni correction. 
 
Table 49 shows the poverty gap by poverty and beneficiary status expressed in percentages.    
Similar to the above, beneficiary households, on average, fall farther below the line. 
Table 49: Average percent below the poverty by beneficiary status 
Poverty line 
Beneficiary 
(% below) 
Non-Beneficiary 
(% below) 
Total 
(% below) 
Katulya Food -24.3 -11.0 -17.2 
$1/day  -24.7 -9.6 -16.6 
WFP Food -43.0 -23.4 -32.5 
Kenya Food -44.0 -24.3 -33.4 
Katulya Loaded -29.1 -12.0 -19.9 
$1.25/day -35.3 -15.3 -24.6 
WFP loaded -42.5 -19.8 -30.3 
Kenya loaded -50.8 -26.7 -37.9 
 
Since the WFP uses a community-based method to target beneficiaries, these results 
provide an external confirmation of targeting effectiveness.    However, when I compared these 
poverty line results to the self-reflective poverty scores, the findings were much more mixed.    
Table 50 shows the various poverty gaps cross-tabulated by household responses to the 
subjective question “is your household poor?”  Interestingly, for all poverty lines the poverty 
gap of those who considered their household non-poor was higher than that of those who 
considered themselves poor.   This finding is somewhat counter-intuitive and suggests that 
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there is little relationship between the monetary poverty line measure and the subjective 
poverty measure.   Indeed, I confirmed this finding, presented in the next section, by directly 
comparing the different measures of poverty using correlation analysis. 
Table 50: Average Size of the Poverty Gap (Ksh) by Household subjective poverty response 
Poverty Gap 
HH Self-Reflective Poverty Status 
Poor Non-Poor 
Katulya Food -5.44a -7.23a 
$1/day  -8.23a -8.75a 
WFP Food -16.74a -18.83a 
Kenya Food -17.71a -19.78a 
Katulya loaded -10.89a -11.47a 
$1.25/day -15.21a -16.14a 
WFP loaded -21.66a -23.11a 
Kenya loaded -32.64a -34.57a 
Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< 0.05 in 
the two-sided test of equality for column means. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. Tests assume 
equal variances.
1
 
1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni 
correction. 
 
7.5  COMPARISON OF THE DIFFERENT POVERTY MEASURES 
In this section, I use correlation analysis to directly compare my four different measures of 
poverty for Katulya:  the expenditure-based poverty line, the PPI composite index, community-
based PWR score, and the household subjective measure.   After establishing a relationship 
between the measures, I examine how different measures emphasize different patterns of 
household inclusion and exclusion.   
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7.5.1  Relationship between Measures 
Table 51 shows the pairwise correlations between my calculated poverty measures.  The 
results demonstrate a significant positive correlation between the subjective poverty measure 
and the community-based PWR measure with correlation coefficient of .482.  Similarly, they 
show a significant positive relationship between the composite-based index and the PWR 
measure with a correlation coefficient of .440.  Finally, there is a significant and positive 
correlation between the composite-based index and the poverty line with a correlation 
coefficient of .434.   These relationships hold when using regression analysis (see Appendix 3).   
Conversely, the results show little relationship between the subjective measure and the 
composite and poverty line measures, and a weak correlation between the poverty line and 
community-based method.  Moreover, none of these weak correlations are significant. 
Table 51: Pairwise Correlations Between Poverty Measures 
Correlations 
Poverty Measure 
Subjective Poverty Line 
PPI 
Composite 
PWR 
community 
Subjective Pearson Correlation 1 -.039 .182 .482
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .730 .103 .000 
N 82 82 82 82 
Poverty Line Pearson Correlation -.039 1 .434
**
 .101 
Sig. (2-tailed) .730  .000 .366 
N 82 82 82 82 
PPI Composite Pearson Correlation .182 .434
**
 1 .440
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) .103 .000  .000 
N 82 82 82 82 
PWR Community Pearson Correlation .482
**
 .101 .440
**
 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .366 .000  
N 82 82 82 82 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
These results are striking in that they support commonly-held notions of the relationships 
(or lack thereof) between deeply place-based insider views of poverty and those of external 
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outsider measures.    In Figure 9, I pictorially rank the four measures from the most internal to 
the most external and chart the correlations.  The subjective or self-reflective poverty question 
is the most introspective measure.  Outsiders (evaluators) have no idea about the thoughts, 
feelings, motivations or histories that shape an individual’s response.  In turn, the community-
based PWR measure remains heavily influenced by social motivations and hidden agendas, yet 
because it is community-based, the multiple views provide a bit more transparency or perhaps 
consistency to the measurement process.    Using this logic, supported by the results from the 
discussion on self-reflective poverty (see Section 1 above), this finding suggests that there does 
appear to be a community understanding of poverty and how it is experienced.  Therefore, it is 
not surprising that the subjective measure and the community-based measure are well 
correlated.   
The next step on the insider/outsider chain involves the composite index.  While the data 
used to construct this measure are easily collected by outsiders, the tool itself remains 
grounded in the community.  The composite index relies on physical, tangible assets and real 
social networks that provide access to goods and services.   To the extent that the community 
experiences life in similar ways, the composite index is linked to community perceptions of 
well-being.  Finally, at the opposite end of the spectrum is the money-based poverty line 
measure.  Similar to the findings of other authors (Zeller, Feulefack, & Neef, 2006), my results 
demonstrate a fairly close correlation between an expenditure method and composite index. 
While the information on consumption and expenditure is collected in the community, the 
measure travels through multiple ethereal calculations that involve national and international 
prices and incorporates a series of outsider assumptions and subjective decisions that have no 
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relationship to the community.  In this way the process of measurement alienates the tool from 
the community and the individuals it is meant to understand.  Indeed, the correlation matrix 
shows a negative relationship between this measure and that of the household subjective 
poverty measure.   
 
Figure 9: Relationship between Different Poverty Measures 
 
Since my research focused on a single community, I have the unique opportunity to make 
direct, physical comparisons between measures rather than just statistical observations.   
Figure 10  depicts the response sets for five different households.  I represent the household’s 
beneficiary status via the image of a star.  I represent the subjective poverty measure using an 
oval which displays the household’s answer to the question “in your opinion, is your household 
poor?” The three different color bars represent the household’s standing for the remaining 
poverty measures – the community-based PWR, the PPI composite index, and the money-based 
poverty line.   For each household, I display which poverty decile the household falls into 
according to each of the poverty measures.  To do so, I divided the response sets into ten equal 
Subjective PWR Composite Poverty Line
.482* .440* .434*
.101
.182
-.039
*Significant at the 95% level
 buckets, where bucket number ten represents the wealthi
the poorest decile.   Since there were 82 households in Katulya, the eight households that 
scored highest according to each measure were placed in bucket number 10, the next eight 
households in bucket number 9, and so f
into bucket 6 of the poverty line measure, bucket 10 of the composite measure, and bucket 5 of 
the PWR measure.   
Figure 10: Poverty Measure Comparisons
The picture demonstrates that the different measures yield very different results.
results for these five households are not unique.  A tabular representation of these data is 
                                                     
62
 On reflection, forcing the households into ten equal buckets may be a bit misleading, in particular for the PWR 
where most households fall into the ‘poor’ bucket.  So when dividing into ten equal 
average automatically are forced into the higher buckets.  For an example of this
While measured as bucket 2 for the poverty line and 
9. Regardless, the messages are mixed since this household is a beneficiary yet considers itself ‘not poor’ by the 
subjective question.  
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est decile and bucket one represents 
orth.  So, for instance, household #1 in the figure falls 
 
deciles, households considered 
, see household number K013.  
composite measures, for the PWR measure it ranks in bucket 
 
62   The 
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available for all households in Appendix 3.  It is not just that the measures yield different 
results, but that that they clearly emphasize different dimensions of poverty.  In the next 
section I discuss these selection patterns. 
7.5.2  Patterns of Household Selection 
Recognizing that different poverty measures yield different results is important because 
privileging one measure over another inherently means that certain households are included 
and others excluded.  Since my study compares the measures over the same population, I can 
explore a bit more deeply these patterns of selection and exclusion.    In doing so, I am able to 
deconstruct the ‘the social’ reflected in the various definitions.   To investigate these patterns I 
use the common poverty indicators discussed in Chapter 6 which I collected in my household 
dataset.  My objective is to see how effective each measure is in capturing households who 
display a given set of characteristics and then reflect on what those dimensions might reveal 
about the values Katulya uses to identify those living in poverty.63    
Table 52 identifies the percentage of households that display a given poverty feature by 
a given poverty measure.  The first column of the table shows the breakout by number and 
percentage of the total household population of Katulya possessing a given poverty 
characteristic.  The next five columns show the percentage of the population that possess the 
characteristic as captured by a given poverty measure.   For instance, six households have at 
                                                      
63
 To make comparisons across the measures, I needed to come up with a definition of poverty.  For the WFP 
beneficiary and the subjective measure this is easy.  Beneficiaries are poor and non-beneficiaries are not poor and 
those households that indicated their household was poor are considered poor and those that indicated that their 
household was not poor are considered non poor.  For the other three measures, recall that to make the 
comparisons, I divided the households into ten equal buckets.  Looking at other studies, I decided a reasonable 
estimate was to consider the first four buckets ‘poor’ households.   
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least one household member who lives with a disability.  Of these six households, 83.3 percent 
of them are WFP beneficiaries, 50.0 percent are considered poor by the subjective measure, 50 
percent are considered poor by the community-wealth ranking measure, 33.3 percent are 
considered poor by the asset-based composite index, and 50 percent are considered poor by 
the expenditure-based money measure.   
Table 52: Breakout of Households by Poverty Feature and Poverty Measure 
Household Characteristic 
Total 
Population 
with feature 
% by 
beneficiary 
status 
% poor by 
subjective 
measure 
% poor by 
PWR 
measure 
% poor 
by PPI 
measure 
% poor 
by Exp 
measure # % 
Health/Marriage Status 
HH Member with a Disability 6 7.3 83.3 50.0 50.0 33.3 50.0 
HH Member with a Chronic 
Disease 
17 20.7 35.3 47.1 41.2 23.5 41.2 
Head of HH is widowed 14 17.5 78.6 57.1 64.3 50.0 50.0 
Head of HH is female 21 26.3 57.1 57.1 71.4 38.1 38.1 
Dependency Ratio (mean) 1.2 1.34 1.06 1.10 1.47 1.38 
Dependency ratio (% difference 
between poor and non-poor)* - 23.9 -21.1 -14.3 44.2 28.1 
Education and Occupation Status 
Head of Household no schooling 17 21.3 76.5 58.8 70.6 47.1 47.1 
Head of Household has a 
professional job or is a trader 
13 16.3 15.4 46.2 30.8 15.4 23.1 
Head of Household primarily does 
casual labor (on or off farm) 
19 23.8 63.2 36.8 36.8 42.1 47.4 
House Construction and Assets 
Floor made of mud/cow/dung 55 67.9 49.1 56.4 49.1 50.9 41.8 
Walls made of mud/cow/dung 31 38.3 58.1 64.5 61.3 71.0 51.6 
Drink water unprotected 46 57.5 50.0 41.3 32.6 41.3 41.3 
Land owned (mean hectares) 10.5 3.49 3.47 3.26 2.34 3.78 
Land owned (% difference 
between poor and non-poor)** 
- 
56.4 53.8 31.3 -26.4 77.6 
*This percentage represents the within group difference.  That is, it represents the difference between those identified as poor 
for a given group and those identified as non-poor for that same group.  For instance, the dependency ratio of those 
households identified as poor by the PPI composite measure was 44.2 percent higher than that of those households identified 
as non-poor by that same measure 
**This percentage represents the within group difference. For example, for the PPI composite measure average land holdings 
of those identified as poor was 26.4 percent lower than that of those identified as non-poor. 
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What I find most striking about these results is the relative strength of the WFP 
beneficiary selection method in identifying households who display a wide range of traditional 
poverty characteristics.  For instance, nearly all the households who have a member with a 
disability (83.3 percent) are captured by the WFP beneficiary status.  While I call it the WFP 
method because the result of the process is a list of beneficiaries to whom WFP provides food 
aid, in fact, the method is community-based.  I discuss this process of selection in detail in 
Chapter Eight.  Unlike the community-based method that I used (PWR) which uses focus groups 
and results in a wealth ranking, the WFP empowers the community to elect a relief committee 
who in turn makes the decisions on who should receive benefits.  As we shall see in Chapter 
Eight, in Katulya, the relief committee is made up of entirely of women.  Perhaps not 
surprisingly, the resulting list of beneficiaries reflects what I would consider a gender-based 
value system that focuses on family issues related to health and education.  For instance, the 
WFP method captures a high percentage of households who head is widowed (78.6 percent) 
and those whose household head has never attended school (76.5 percent).    Compared to the 
other measures, the WFP method captures fewer  (only 15.4 percent ) of those households 
whose head has a job as a professional (e.g. civil servant or school teacher) and more of those 
households whose head has a job as a causal laborer (63. 2 percent).   Similarly, the WFP 
method of identifying beneficiaries captures a larger percentage of households who use water 
from an unprotected drinking source (50 percent) as compared to the other methods of 
identifying poor households.   
The results from Table 52 suggest that out of all the poverty measures, using the relief-
committee method is most inclusive at selecting a set of households that display a broad range 
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of poverty features.    These findings not only suggest that there is a real community sense of 
what it means to be poor, but points to a set of values that the relief committee used to direct 
the selection process.  Clearly the community embraces the protection of those households 
challenged by health issues, widowers, little access to education, and high dependency ratios.   
Interestingly, I argue that this value set is not all that different than what most individuals 
globally share about what it means to be poor.   Perhaps one reason this method is so effective 
is that the community members making the decisions know intimately local vulnerabilities. 
From my results, it seems that each measure tends to emphasize different dimensions 
of poverty.  For instance, similar to the WFP method, the subjective measure does fairly well at 
capturing households challenged by health issues and those headed by a member who is 
widowed or female.   The measure also fairly strongly links poor household construction of 
floors and walls with being poor.  Yet, the subjective measure misses households with high 
dependency ratios and largely ignores the assumed link between occupation and poverty.  
Indeed, the measure captures nearly half (46.2 percent) of all the household heads holding a 
professional job and only 36.8 percent of those heads holding a job in casual labor.    
My community measure of poverty, the Participatory Wealth Ranking (PWR), largely 
mimics (but to a lesser magnitude) the WFP community-based method in the set of poverty 
features it captures and emphasizes.  There are however a few interesting differences.  First, 
the PWR method identifies as poor 71.4 percent of all female-headed households while the 
WFP method only captures 57.7 percent of this population.  Similarly, the PWR method seems 
to place less of an emphasis on any given link between occupation type and poverty status.  
Whereas the WFP method captures only 15.4 percent of household heads with professional 
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occupations and 63.2 percent of those with jobs as wage laborers, the PWR captures 30.8 
percent and 36.8 percent, respectively.   One can argue that these varying results demonstrate 
the notion that different values exist between different sets of the population.  Recall that in 
Katulyla the WFP relief committee who makes the decisions on household selection is 
comprised of only women.  Whereas my PWR measure included men, women, youth, and 
disabled focus groups.  It is not unlikely that women place a different value on these various 
dimensions of poverty and thus arrive at a different decision of who is poor.   
The asset-based composite index (PPI) overall does a poor job at capturing households 
where members are challenged by chronic health issues.   It also only weakly links poverty to 
households living without a spouse, and largely ignores female-headed households.  In contrast, 
the asset-based measure is good at capturing households who have a high-dependency ratio 
and those that have low land ownership levels.  This result is again perhaps not surprising since 
the emphasis of the composite measure is assets such as land. Finally, the money-based 
expenditure model seems to track fairly well with the asset-based composite index despite the 
fact that the money-based measure does not place a strong emphasis on housing structures, 
capturing the smallest percentage of households with houses constructed of mud floors and 
walls.   
Another way to look at these gaps between different definitions of poverty is to 
examine the perception data. Table 53 compares the different poverty measures by household 
perceptions of what it means to be poor and common household worries.  The table shows the 
rankings of the most commonly cited features of a poor household and the most commonly 
cited household worries.  The first column shows the order of these rankings for Katulya as 
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whole.  The next columns display these rankings by the different poverty measures broken out 
by poor and non-poor.   While I cannot discern any clear patterns in the poverty data, the worry 
data is interesting for its consistency.  There is little no variation between measures on the top 
household worries.  By all measures, the top worries are education and lack of income.   It is not 
clear to me what this result means.  Perhaps worries are not related to how one measures or 
considered poverty?  Yet, both lack of access to education and lack of income are certainly 
related to poverty.  In future research with more case studies, it would be interesting to tease 
out some of these relationships.  
Table 53: Poverty Perceptions and Worries by Poverty Measure 
Feature Total HH 
population 
Beneficiary 
 Status 
Subjective  
Measure 
PWR  
Measure 
PPI  
Measure 
 Exp  
measure 
  Poor 
Non 
poor Poor 
Non 
poor Poor 
Non 
poor Poor 
Non 
poor Poor 
Non 
poor 
Top Poverty Features 
Poor quality of housing 
structures 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 
Hungry (food security) 2 2 3 3 1 3 2 2 2 1 3 
Not enough livestock 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 
Lack of land/access to land 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 
Not enough physical assets 5 4 5 5 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 
Not able to purchase basics - - - - - 5 - 4 - 5 - 
Top Worries 
Education self/family 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Lack of income 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Poor quality of shelter 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 
Health of self/family 4 4 4 5 3 5 3 4 3 5 5 
Meeting daily food needs 5 - 5 4 -  4 -  - 5 -  - 
Lack of a steady job - 5   - 5 - 5 5   4 4 
 
By examining what households were captured or missed we can see how different 
approaches are reflective of difference values and experiences of those in the community (for 
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the more internally-based measures) and of those in the development community as a whole 
(for the more externally based measures).  A social constructionist argument allows us to see 
that the different patterns of inclusion and exclusion are not random.  
7.6  CONCLUSION 
In this chapter I presented my argument on why different measures of poverty yield 
different results.  I first laid out the result of the self-reflective poverty questions about what 
makes a household poor and what households worry about the most.  By reviewing the data in 
different slices, I demonstrate how there appears to be a community understanding of what it 
means to be poor.  Next, I substantiated this finding by showing that FGD participants tended to 
describe levels of poverty in very similar ways.   I then compared the Katulya poverty line with 
other poverty lines commonly used in Kenya.   My findings confirm that common poverty lines 
constructed based on data averages across regions are very misleading in a given place.  As 
such, poverty line measurement inherently removes the definition of poverty from the 
community context, externalizing the analysis.  However, since these measures are incorrectly 
considered “objective” and thus dominate the policy discourse, they continue to be used in 
directing programming.   In the final section, I directly compare my four poverty measures to 
demonstrate that each measure does indeed categorize different sets of households as poor. 
Since poverty is socially constructed, the experience (and thus the reality) of poverty is 
place-based.  As such, internalized experiences of what it means to be poor weigh heavily in 
tools that rely on the perceptions of individuals or communities.  For this reason, the subjective 
poverty measure and the community-based PWR measure are well correlated.  In contrast, 
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poverty measures that are more disconnected from the individual or the community, such as 
the poverty line, will have less of a relationship with the more internalized measures.  Indeed, 
my direct comparison of the four approaches shows how the measures are related as one 
moves from the most internalized to the most externalized measure.   
My results also show that the different measures include or exclude households in 
systematic ways.  I posit that these patterns of inclusion and exclusion are linked to different 
value sets of various actors in the development chain.  One overall conclusion from these 
findings is that there does appear to be a clear community understanding of what it means to 
be poor.   In the next chapter, I solidify my arguments on how different measures create 
different realities by using a real life example from WFP.    
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8 WFP KENYA OPERATIONS AND EVALUATION DISCOURSE 
“. . . [O]ne of the most difficult things you do in public life is how do you get everybody to feel that they 
have ownership in a set of compromises, without having all the acrimony that sometimes goes 
along[with this process]." 
 
- Governor Hickenlooper, NPR interview 10/20/10 
 
8.1  INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter, I provide evidence on how the discourse of measurement creates tension 
between policy and practice by grounding the discussion in a real-world example.   In 2006, the 
World Food Program (WFP) published an evaluation report on their Kenyan program.  One of 
the primary purposes of the evaluation was to ensure WFP operations in Kenya were following 
the rules and standards to which the organization is held accountable by its beneficiaries, 
donors, and cooperating partners (WFP 4, 2009).   Thus, the evaluation report can be seen as a 
“project narrative” that is used to leverage the support of various agencies and individuals 
involved in the WFP program chain.  Approaching the evaluation in this way, I undertook a 
discursive deconstruction on the portion of the report that deals with beneficiary targeting.  
The report’s language provides a perfect lens through which to view the disjuncture between 
policy and practice created by poverty measurement.   
My analysis of the WFP report revealed two different frameworks for conceptualizing 
poverty used by the WFP, one for targeting beneficiaries and a second for evaluating program 
success.  By employing these divergent frameworks, the WFP invariably creates a fracture 
between how the program is perceived within policy circles and what is actually happening on 
the ground.  The disconnect is inevitable given that, as argued in Chapter Seven, different 
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measurement tools construct different realities (or different definitions of what it means to be 
poor).  Of interest here is how, through language, the mismatch is obfuscated or concealed 
within evaluation discourse.  As a result, the evaluation report has more to do with addressing 
the narrative of the powerful (the WFP and donors) than it does with how people living in 
poverty are impacted by the program.  Yet, interestingly enough, as discussed in Chapter Seven, 
the actual way in which WFP targets beneficiaries for selection reveal a more comprehensive 
set of values that arguably better reflect power and decision-making at the community scale.   
In the first several sections of this chapter, I describe the WFP operations in Kenya.  I briefly 
explain the WFP food delivery logistics and monitoring, as well as the beneficiary targeting 
framework.  In the latter half of the chapter, I discuss the evaluation report, pointing out 
various disjunctures between the evaluation discourse, poverty measurement, and localized 
practices. 
8.2  WFP OPERATIONS 
The WFP is a division of the United Nations that focuses on humanitarian relief.  In 
operation since 1962, the WFP provides emergency food relief for countries whose food 
supplies are disrupted due to war, civil conflict, or natural disaster (WFP 5, 2010).  Today, the 
organization operates in 70 countries worldwide and supports a number of programs such as 
direct food assistance, school feeding programs, and food security research.   The organization 
also works to develop value chain strategies that connect smallholder farmers to markets.64   
                                                      
64
 A value chain strategy looks at the entire supply chain from farmer to consumer.  In recent years, the WFP has 
focused on different ways in which smallholder farmers can sell to the WFP procurement systems as a means of 
stimulating the local economy. 
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8.2.1  Kenyan and Makueni District Footprint 
 
The WFP commenced operations in Kenya in 1980, primarily to support a school feeding 
program.  However, with frequent cycles of droughts and floods, over the past three decades 
the WFP operations in Kenya have substantially increased.  The current WFP Kenya program 
goes well beyond emergency food relief to include social safety net programs such as school 
feeding, food for work, and targeted activities to assist people living with HIV/AIDS.   Today 
WFP Kenya has over 100 employees with offices in 10 locations throughout the country (WFP 2, 
2010).  The WFP has estimated that the organization will serve over two million people in Kenya 
in 2011 (WFP 3, 2010).   
Since 2004, the WFP-Kenya has conducted a series of ongoing emergency operations (called 
EMOPs) in various areas of the country.  The WFP works with a division of the Government of 
Kenya (GoK) called the Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG) to determine where to 
focus emergency operations.65  Each year the KFSSG produces a series of reports that track 
drought conditions and determine the food security situation in various livelihood zones across 
                                                      
65
 The Kenya Food Security Steering Group is comprised of members of multiple government departments (i.e. 
Agriculture, Fisheries, Public Health and Sanitation, Education, etc.) along with development agencies such as WFP, 
UNICEF, FAO, UNDP, etc. 
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Kenya.66   The reports coincide with the seasonal rains, and are thus titled the Long Rains 
Season Assessment Report and the Short Rains Season Assessment Report.67   
From 2006-2009 the Southeastern Marginal Agricultural livelihood zone, which includes my 
research district of Makueni, suffered from an extended drought that resulted in multiple 
seasons of crop failure.  The KFSSG’s 2009 Long Rains Season Assessment Report classified 
Makueni as one of the districts under an Acute Food and Livelihood Crisis (AFLC) and in need of 
continued emergency food assistance.  The report details the severity of the drought, indicating 
that surface water levels were well below normal.  Indeed, after the marginal rainfall, less than 
50% of the pans, earth dams and shallow wells had been recharged (GoK, 2009, p. 26). In 
Makueni the average distance traveled to obtain water had doubled from four to five 
kilometers to eight to ten kilometers (GoK, 2009, p. 26).  Moreover, from a long term 
livelihoods perspective, the inconsistant rainfall failed to regnerate grazing pastures, 
jeopardizing oxen and cattle, a key asset in cultivating fields.  In fact, in parts of Makueni, 
farmers reported using grass from the roofs of their houses to feed livestock.  Exacerbating the 
issue was a global increase in food prices.  WFP reports that in many places in Kenya, the 
market price for maize was 70-80 percent above the long-term average (WFP 3, 2010). 
                                                      
66
 The GoK identifies five livelihood zones or clusters in Kenya: a) Northern Pastoral Cluster (Turkana, Moyale, 
Marsabit and Samburu districts); b) Eastern Pastoral Cluster (Mandera, Wajir, Garissa, Isiolo, Ijara and Tana River 
districts); c) Agro-Pastoral Cluster (Baringo, West Pokot, Laikipia, Narok, Nyeri (Kieni East and West), and Kajiado 
districts); d) South Eastern Marginal Agricultural Cluster (Tharaka, Meru North, Mbeere, Makueni, Machakos, 
Mwingi, and Kitui districts); and e) Coastal Marginal Agricultural Cluster (Taita Taveta, Malindi, Lamu, Kilifi and 
Kwale districts). 
67
 The long rains generally fall during the months of March/April through May/June and the short rains during the 
months of October to November/December. 
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While the three-year drought officially ended with the long rains in October 2009, the 
KFSSG’s March 2010 Short Rains Assessment estimated that 1.6 million people still required 
food assistance (GoK, 2010).  Currently, the WFP provides aid to the impacted areas under an 
EMOP called a Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO).  Among the primary 
objectives of the PRRO are: i.) reducing acute malnutrition among children under five and 
pregnant and lactating women within the crisis-affected areas; ii) enhancing community 
resilience to shocks through the provision of safety nets and asset creation; and iii) increasing 
the community’s capacity to design and manage disaster preparedness and risk-reduction 
programs (WFP 6, 2009, p. 9). It is the second objective, enhancing community resilience to 
shock (such as drought), which continues to be the focus of operations in the Makueni district 
where I conducted my research.  
At the time of my research, in April 2010, the Makueni district was transitioning from direct 
food aid to the provision of food for work.68   With the return of the seasonal rains, WFP 
operations had the capacity to redirect resources from emergency aid to asset-building and 
recovery.  The program responsible for these efforts is called Food for Assets (FFA) and is a key 
part of the WFP’s strategy to reduce community dependency on food aid.69  FFA provides food 
in exchange for work on community projects such as irrigation, terracing, and soil and water 
conservation.  This type of program is reminiscent of the United State’s Work Projects 
                                                      
68
 Today, with the exception of the disabled and elderly, all eligible beneficiaries in Katulya must work for their 
food benefits.  According to the WFP, approximately 20 percent of recipients in a FFA area can remain on direct aid 
should they be living with a disability or too old and frail to work. 
69
 The program is also known as Food for Work (FFW).  On the website, the official name is Food for Assets, but in 
the field the terms are used interchangeably. 
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Administration (WPA) program implemented by US President Franklin Delano Roosevelt during 
the Great Depression.  The idea is that through building shared assets, communities can 
become less vulnerable to shocks and in turn less dependent on food aid, allowing recipients to 
escape what is called the “hunger trap” (WFP 1, 2010).  The discourse surrounding the hunger 
trap argues that hunger is not just a result of poverty but also one of its leading causes 
(DaGupta, 1997; Ahmed, Vargas Hill, Smith, Wiesmann, & Frankenberger, 2007).  Hunger stifles 
work capacity, limits education, and leads to a variety of health issues.  These barriers in turn 
place additional limits on a household’s ability to improve its employment, education, and 
health options, thus  perpetuating a cycle of poverty.   
8.2.2  Food Delivery Logistics and Monitoring 
 
In Kenya, the bulk of the WFP food aid is sourced internationally.  However, in response to 
growing criticism that international food aid destroys the viability of local markets (Smith J. , 
1994; Gelan, 2007; Barrett & Maxwell, 2005; Abdulaia, Barrett, & Hoddinott, 2005), the WFP 
has made a concerted effort to source more food locally, purchasing food from regional 
markets to stimulate local economies and production.  However, the challenge for the WFP is 
two-fold.  First, they need to find neighboring markets that can support the necessary large-
scale provision.  Second, they must overcome funding barriers in the form of tied aid.  Much of 
the aid received by the WFP is either food itself (i.e. corn from the United States) or tied cash 
contributions (money given with strings attached).70  The actual amount that the WFP can 
                                                      
70
 With tied aid, a donor country provides financial assistance but stipulates that the recipient agency must 
purchase from the donor country’s home suppliers.  For example, the United Kingdom may allocate money for 
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source locally in large part depends on the availability of untied cash funds (WFP 6, 2009, p. 23) 
.  Indeed, during the food distribution process that I witnessed, the huge American flag painted 
on the bags along with the USAID logo left little doubt from where the grain was sourced (see 
Figure 11).    
 
Figure 11: The WFP Food Distribution Site 
 
The WFP routes international food shipments to Kenya through the port in the city of 
Mombassa.  From there, food is moved by road to what are called extended delivery points 
(EDP).  These in-country delivery centers are not exclusively managed by the WFP.  Rather, the 
organization contracts to either government agencies or cooperating partners (mostly NGOs) to 
assist with the distribution.  It is these partner organizations that are responsible for the 
transfer of food from the EDPs to final delivery points (FDPs) in village centers.   The WFP 
logistics staff supervises and monitors the distribution process.   
                                                                                                                                                                           
WFP operations but insist that WFP purchase inputs from UK businesses.  In this way, development aid becomes as 
much a tool to build and support donor economies as it is a means of aiding recipient countries. 
 212 
 
The WFP cooperating partner in the northern Makueni district (where Katulya, is located) is 
World Vision International (WVI), a Christian relief, development, and advocacy organization.71  
WVI transports the food to various drop sites (FDPs) in different village centers.  From there, 
the local community Relief Committee (RC) manages the allocation of food to beneficiaries.   
When the food arrives in a community, beneficiaries are responsible for unloading the truck 
and measuring out portions while the RC assigns these tasks and records the disbursements. 
The WVI field staff oversees the community process while the WFP field staff spot check various 
FDPs during each cycle. The WFP goal is to monitor 10 percent of food distribution sites per 
district per month (WFP 4, 2009).   
Box 14: WFP Distribution 
I happened to be present during a WFP/WVI food delivery in the community, 
Kambi Mawe, where I piloted my survey instruments. The food aid arrived 
earlier in the day and the villagers were just finishing the distribution process.  It 
was unbelievably efficient and organized.  The women of the local Relief 
Committee assigned several beneficiaries the responsibility of measuring out 
the food.  Each of these food distribution agents was responsible for 10 
household disbursements.  A beneficiary would go to one of the four stations 
(either corn/soya, oil, maize, sorghum) to receive her allotment. The agent in 
charge of measuring would use a “standard” unit such as the bottom half of a 
plastic bottle, cut at exactly the same spot to ensure equal amounts, to scoop 
up the food.  After receiving the food, the beneficiary would then proceed to 
the RC table where a member of the RC recorded the beneficiary’s allotment in 
the official records book.  The beneficiary, in turn, would sign/initial the records 
book to acknowledge receipt.   
 
                                                      
71
 For more information on World Vision International, see www.worldvision.org.  Note that recently, the Kenyan 
government sub-divided the larger district of Makueni into two smaller districts.  In informal interviews, the WFP 
field staff cynically indicated that the sole purpose of this redistricting was to add to the already overburdened 
bureaucracy by creating elevated positions that government officials could give to their cronies.  The WFP (along 
with all other major donors) still operate by the old districting, as it would be financially unpalatable to change 
operations based on the new ones.   
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The actual schedule of deliveries is drawn up by the WFP in conjunction with cooperating 
partners and the district government via what is called the District Steering Group (DSG).  While 
food in Katulya is supposed to arrive every month, it is sometimes delayed, arriving only every 
few months.  The delays can occur anywhere along the food pipeline and include barriers such 
as irregular donor contributions or late commodity arrivals. 
After each distribution, field staff from the cooperating agency (in Katulya’s case, WVI) 
completes a post-distribution report that details the successes/failures of the delivery.  
Concurrently, the WFP field staff complete distribution monitoring reports for those sites they 
spot-checked during the distribution cycle.  These reports are primarily observational in content 
and scope, and are used by the WFP country office in Nairobi to address complaints and inform 
the design and best practices of future projects (Chammah, 2010).   
The WFP is serious about addressing inefficiencies and has created several channels by 
which people can voice their opinions.  For instance, the WFP also deals with complaints 
through grievance committees.  Several partner organizations, including WVI, have piloted the 
use of grievance committees that include both beneficiary and non-beneficiary members.  To 
date, these pilots appear to be quite successful in arbitrating various local issues and in 
monitoring the performance of the RCs (WFP 4, 2009).  In general, the WFP staff deal with 
minor complaints by working directly with cooperating partners and the RCs.  More significant 
issues, such as the loss (or theft) of a substantial amount of food, are reported to the WFP in 
Nairobi and to the police who investigate and press charges according to the local rule of law 
(Chammah, 2010). 
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Examples of reported distribution issues include scooping materials not standardized and 
thus allowing for under/over scooping, beneficiaries not knowing the correct entitlements, 
inaccurate beneficiary lists, lack of availability of scales for spot weighing, and long walks/waits 
by beneficiaries at the central distribution sites (WFP 4, 2009).    The last of these issues is a 
common occurrence.  Given the poor quality of roads and bridges, the arrival of the food 
convoy cannot be accurately timed.  Recipients who live far from the central distribution point 
often spend the day traveling to the site and waiting for the delivery.  This large opportunity 
cost to households is often overlooked in development program cost/benefit analysis (Watkins, 
2008).  I saw this opportunity cost first hand during my stay in the community where I tested 
my instruments.  When I arrived in the early morning of the first day of my interviews, all the 
villagers were waiting in the square.  They were not there just to greet me (which they did with 
open arms) but to pick up their food.  The beneficiaries waited the whole day and when my 
team left at 6:00 pm, no food shipment had arrived.  Everyone returned the following day to 
wait again, taking away valuable time from work, school, farming, etc. 
While reported as ‘issues’ by the WFP evaluation report, the challenges mentioned above 
can also be seen as ways in which the community can exercise control over the distribution 
process.  For instance, it is possible that community members use under/over scooping to 
equalize portions that they see as unfair.  They might also rotate the registration list or 
under/over report family size as an alternative means of redistribution.  Another area where 
the community exercises control is over ration sharing.  Sharing food rations often takes place 
between family and extended family, or with people who have economic or social debts to 
repay.  The WFP evaluation report described widespread sharing of rations and argued that “… 
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where target numbers are inadequate to conform to vulnerability profiles, the efficiency, 
effectiveness and equity of CBTD is compromised with profoundly negative effects on 
community dynamics and social capital (WFP 4, 2009, p. 27). While ration-sharing was also 
prevalent in Katulya, I found that this sharing was happening mindfully without negative 
repercussions.  Indeed, such sharing is considered to be a very typical and positive practice in 
Kenyan society.   Interestingly, the report argues that it would be “more realistic, efficient and 
appropriate” if WFP were to acknowledge sharing as a social norm and build this into the 
targeting framework.   In different ways this statement acknowledges a level of community 
control and in turn attempts to neutralize this control by discursively and practically presenting 
a solution that overlays a certain  value-system.  The report questions the current WFP 
standard of determining a ration scale based on a certain individual kilocalorie allotment, 
arguing that this method is perhaps not always the most effective method of judging the 
community-needs during an emergency operation.  It goes on to suggest that perhaps WFP 
should move to a different metric when over 85% of the community is determined to be food-
insecure and in need of food aid.  Under this scenario, the report recommends the entire 
community should receive benefits, thus mitigating the ration dilution that occurs via sharing.  
While the suggestion can be viewed as a positive step forward, it also assumes the beneficiary 
communities will conform to the value-system of the West which is concerned that sharing is 
not coerced but rather part of a social choice. 
 
After food distributions have been made, the WFP carries out post-distribution monitoring 
(PDM).   Approximately two weeks after distribution, the WFP staff returns to three or four 
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FDPs per district to conduct household and market surveys.   The sites to be revisited are 
selected by the WFP monitoring and evaluation (M&E) unit in Nairobi.   On average, 120 
households are interviewed per district.  The number of households per FDP depends on the 
WFP’s footprint.  In districts where the WFP has more than 50 FDPs in operation, four FDPs are 
sampled and 30 households per FDP are interviewed.  In districts with fewer FDPs, three FDPs 
are visited and 40 households per FDP are interviewed (Chammah, 2010). The data collected in 
the PDM process help inform the WFP on the future location of FDPs, the composition of the 
food basket, and project design and accountability to donors.  The PDMs collect data on such 
indicators as how long the food lasts, the opportunity costs of food collection, dietary diversity, 
and other sources of food (Chammah, 2010). 
8.2.3  Beneficiary Targeting Schema 
The strategy for selecting beneficiaries for the WFP’s global food distribution program 
includes a combination of geographical (administrative) and community-based methods.  The 
WFP combines these targeting strategies into a three tier approach.  First order targeting is 
geographical.  The districts to receive food aid and the numbers of beneficiaries per district are 
determined at the national level by the Kenya Food Security Steering Group (KFSSG).  The group 
uses a variety of food security sources such as satellite information, market price data, and field 
assessments to select districts for inclusion (WFP 4, 2009).  Second order targeting, within each 
district, is also geographical.  A Food Security Sub-Group (FSSG) of the government’s District 
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Steering Group (DSG) determines the distribution of food aid to different locations.72  The WFP 
provides to these district committees general guidelines for location selection.  For example, 
the organization recommends considering areas strictly based on immediate acute need rather 
than on issues related to chronic poverty.  In addition, given limited food resources, the WFP 
suggests focusing on areas with the greatest need rather than trying to sprinkle aid across all 
locations (WFP 4, 2009).  The decision to provide direct food aid versus food for work is also 
made at this level.   Once the FSSG’s select the locations for inclusion the final level of targeting 
– determining the eligible households within the location – is done using a community-based, 
participatory methodology.  
The WFP calls this participatory method Community-Based Targeting and Distribution 
(CBTD).  Each selected community must elect six to eight members to a community Relief 
Committee which in turn is charged with making the final selection of households to receive 
aid.  The WFP lays out clear guidelines for selecting RC members (WFP 4, 2009, p. 19). 
 Should be elected whereby entire community involved in process 
 Secretary must be literate  
 50 percent of RC members must be women  
 Members cannot hold other elective office (e.g. chief) 
 Members must be residents of community 
 Members must meet community criteria of honesty, respect, etc.  
 RC should be made aware of accountability to community and that the community can 
re-elect members at any time 
 Members are not paid and subject to same criteria as other villagers re food eligibility 
and food aid  
 
Figure 12: Guidelines for Selecting Relief Committee Members 
                                                      
72
 These district sub-groups are largely comprised of technical experts in food security from agencies such as the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Livestock, Ministry of Water, Ministry of Health, ALRMP DMO and/or DDO, 
WFP, and the CLP.   
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The RC members in my research community of Katulya indicated they were indeed elected 
via a Baraza (village gathering).  The RC described the variety of factors used by the community 
when considering members.  First, the community focused on selecting women to the RC 
because “they know the house problems.”  Second, they considered the quality of the skills of 
the eligible candidates.  RC members must keep the books and interact with development 
agencies, and therefore must be able to read and write and do simple math.  Finally, the 
community looked to include on the RC people who had limited livestock and few work 
opportunities besides those on the shamba (farm).   
Clearly within the WFP guidelines, community members have the ability and flexibility to 
impose their imprint on the decision-making process.  In Katulya for instance the community 
chose a RC made up entirely of women. This decision could reflect the relative power of 
females within the community or perhaps the value the community places on the ability of 
women to select the appropriate households for inclusion.  Another area where Katulya 
members have exercised their power is in regards to RC eligibility to receive food aid.   While 
the guidelines stipulate that the RC should be held to the same eligibility requirements as 
others in the community, in Katulya all RC members received food aid, regardless of their 
poverty status.  The receipt of food appears to be the way in which the community pays RC 
members for their service.  Indeed, the amount of work the RC does is quite substantial.  When 
asked about their responsibilities, the women indicated that they are in charge of keeping the 
books, organizing the food distribution, deciding who gets aid, overseeing the public works 
projects (including determining the projects and keeping track of who worked when), and 
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general interfacing with WFP, WVI, and the village.  In short, the RC members work very, very, 
hard. 
Box 15: Reflections on Targeting 
….One night over beers I asked a member of the WFP field staff what he thought 
of WFP’s targeting scheme.  He replied that overall he believes that 80 percent of 
the time the food gets to the right people.  However, he indicated that there is 
always pressure by the chief or sub-chiefs to give the food to specific people.  In 
addition, the women elected to the RC are usually from wealthier families and are 
more educated (a certain level of education is required to perform the duties of 
an RC member).  The members get food aid although they probably would not 
qualify otherwise.   
 
Once the Relief Committee is selected, it negotiates with the community to decide which 
households should become beneficiaries.  WFP recommends an initial set of eligibility criteria to 
be used as a starting point for community discussions (see Figure 13).  These include:  
 
 No land holdings or extremely limited holdings 
 No food crop harvested 
 No cash crop harvested 
 No food stocks 
 No alternative income sources  (e.g. petty trade or small business activity) 
 Household assets lost by raiding 
 No assets, landless, destitute 
 Availability and size of remittances 
 No livestock owned or less than a defined small number 
 
Figure 13: Guidelines for Selecting WFP Beneficiaries 
When I asked RC members in Katulya how they selected households for inclusion, they 
described a similar process.  During a Baraza (town meeting), the RC presented an initial 
beneficiary list to those in attendance.  According to the RC, community members actively 
debated this original list.  After listening to the pros and cons of each selection, the RC made 
the final decision.  RC members described this process as very contentious.   
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The whole process of selecting a relief committee and then selecting households for 
program inclusion underscore Mosse’s argument that what is described in official policy 
documents (such as the guidelines for RC and beneficiary selection laid out in the evaluation 
report) rarely reflect how the process unfolds on the ground.  Indeed, different actors within 
the community make either overt decisions (e.g. selecting the relief committee) or more subtle 
decisions (such as sharing rations with a neighbor) that help empower the unfolding events and 
often times these more hidden decisions are not captured by quantitative measurement tools       
8.3  WFP PROGRAM EVALUATION AND DISCOURSE 
The remainder of this chapter examines the policy discourse of the WFP around measuring 
poverty as a means of identifying beneficiaries for program inclusion.   To do so, I draw on a 
recent evaluation of the WFP’s Kenya Country Program and Emergency Operation (EMOP) in 
effect from 2004-2008.  While the activities in Katulya currently operate under the next 
generation EMOP, they originated under this previous project and many of the processes 
remain the same.  Of primary interest is how the report frames the issue of beneficiary 
targeting.  This representation is important because the eligibility criteria used in targeting 
often reflect the program’s definition of poverty and, in turn, have significant consequences for 
the people being classified as poor.    
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the WFP targeting at the local level is participatory and 
community-based.   Recall from Chapter Seven that poverty conceptualization at the scale of 
the community is highly internalized.  Therefore, the ultimate reasons for selecting one 
household over another for inclusion are to a large extent unknowable by external evaluators.   
 221 
 
Yet, what I demonstrate in the coming sections is that the WFP evaluation report tries to “make 
knowable” this selection.  The WFP compares the success of its CBTD strategy with an entirely 
different measurement tool – a poverty line.  Again, from Chapter Seven, we know that this 
latter measurement tool is a highly externalized measure, and thus is not likely to be well 
correlated with the CBDT measure.   Indeed, the two measures represent two entirely different 
ways of defining need, and thus do not have an intrinsic connection with one another.   
There are good reasons, however, to use different measurement techniques. I posit that the 
WFP uses the language of the poverty line in its evaluation so as to sustain a project narrative 
that will legitimize its operations in the eyes of the donor population.   Concurrently, the WFP 
uses the CBTD method in its operations to legitimize the program in the eyes of the community  
The contradiction (and difficulty) arises when trying to link these two discourses.  I am not 
arguing that one method of measurement is superior or more valid than the other but rather 
suggesting that they are not comparable.  Thus, in deconstructing the specific example of the 
WFP targeting, I demonstrate how discourse is used to sustain specific representations of 
successful targeting, despite having little to do with identifying the most vulnerable for program 
inclusion. 
8.3.1  The WFP Evaluation Report 
The evaluation report I discuss in the following sections covers WFP assistance to Kenya 
under the 2004-2008 EMOP and the 2004-2008 Country Program.  The report stems from a 
mid-term evaluation which took place in 2006.  The WFP Office of Evaluation in Rome 
requested the evaluation as part of standard policy for programs the size and scope of the one 
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in Kenya.   While organized and managed by the central office, external independent evaluators 
conducted all interviews, site visits, and data reviews.  The stated purpose of the evaluation 
was three-fold (WFP 4, 2009): 
 Accountability.  As an agency to the United Nations the WFP is held accountable to 
beneficiaries, donors and cooperating partners.  A key purpose of the evaluation is 
thus to ensure that WFP operations in Kenya are conducted in accordance with agreed 
rules and standards. 
 Guidance.  WFP anticipates that evaluation results will provide the Kenya Country 
Office with guidance or suggestions on how to improve current operations.   
 Learning.  The evaluation should assist WFP in disseminating lessons learned that can 
help improve overall programming and organizational learning across WFP global 
operational areas. 
 
To conduct the analysis, the evaluation team used a combination of techniques.  These 
included desk (literature) reviews, key informant interviews with the WFP personnel, 
government officials, donor stakeholders, and focus group discussions with relief committees, 
beneficiaries, non-beneficiaries, and civil society groups.  
The evaluation report covered issues related to relief operations, development operations 
(e.g. school feeding, disaster preparedness, etc.), and various cross-cutting issues (e.g. nutrition, 
gender, partnerships, etc.).    Of concern to this study is the discussion on beneficiary targeting 
for WFP relief operations.   
8.3.2  Targeting Efficiency & Community Participation 
In relief operations, one important measure of success is whether or not benefits reach the 
households who need aid the most.  To answer this question, donor agencies attempt to 
measure what is called Targeting Efficiency (TE).  TE looks at whether the population sampled 
for evaluation fits the targeting criteria.  Measurement of TE is theoretically straightforward 
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when using an expenditure-based or composite tool to define who is poor, as the eligibility 
criteria are clearly stated.73  For example, with a poverty line, the TE is measured by 
interviewing a sample of both beneficiary and non-beneficiary households, calculating their 
level of daily expenditures, and comparing those to a poverty line threshold.  At that point, the 
evaluator can calculate the combination of inclusion and exclusion errors to arrive at the TE.  
Inclusion errors represent those beneficiaries whose expenditures fall above the poverty line 
and thus should not receive benefits.  Exclusion errors are non-beneficiaries who fall below the 
poverty line and thus should receive benefits.   Figure 14 illustrates the distribution of these 
errors.   Successful targeting involves including the people that fall into the top-left quadrant 
and excluding those that fall into the lower-right quadrant.   
 
Status Poor Non-Poor 
Beneficiary Targeting Success Inclusion Error 
Non-Beneficiary Exclusion Error Targeting Success 
 
Figure 14: Targeting Inclusion and Exclusion Errors 
 
To evaluate EMOP targeting efficiency, the Kenya evaluation team analyzed the 2006 Post 
Distribution Monitoring (PDM) Reports produced quarterly by local WFP staff.   These reports 
collected information on household expenditures and assets.  From these data, the evaluators 
developed a food poverty score.  While I am not privy to the details of the calculation, one can 
think of this score as a type of poverty line where if a household falls below a certain score, it is 
                                                      
73
 I say theoretically because, as discussed in the methods chapter, measurement can be highly subjective.  
Expenditure targeting is the expenditures based methodology that calculates and compares a household’s 
expenditures to a stated poverty line.  Proxy-means testing is equivalent to a composite measure that calculates a 
poverty level by using a combination of indicators associated with poverty.   
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categorized as being in need of food aid. Similarly, if a household is above that score, it does 
not qualify for food aid.   
The evaluation report found that in the first and second quarters of 2006, PDM targeting 
efficiency ratings averaged 63 and 65 percent respectively (WFP 4, 2009, p. 25).  These scores 
indicate that 63 (or 65) percent of households receiving benefits qualified for those benefits 
using the WFP’s food poverty score calculation.    WFP-Kenya considers 70 percent inclusion to 
be reasonable when targeting (WFP 4, 2009); and since 50 percent targeting efficiency equates 
to fully random targeting, WFP came under criticism for their low rates.  The evaluation report 
goes on to detail several reasons to explain the low TE rates.    
First, the calculated food poverty score was originally intended to include both expenditure 
and nutrition criteria (where one or more children in the household is considered 
malnourished).  However, the latter criterion was subsequently dropped due to the difficulty 
and expense of data collection.  The report authors argue that a line based solely on 
expenditures was “far too sensitive a determination considering the bluntness of the interview 
tool being used” (WFP 4, 2009, p. 26).  In other words, the PDM tool was not detailed enough in 
its ability to capture expenditure data to establish such a definitive threshold. Indeed, in the 
evaluation report, the authors indicate that the tool should not be used to extrapolate “hard 
factual data.” 
The purpose of the PDM is to be corrective, and to act as a monitoring tool 
that can improve the programme, especially in terms of commodity use and 
opportunity costs for the beneficiaries. The PDM is really not a reporting 
tool and should not be used as such, because it is neither specific enough 
nor detailed enough to give hard factual data. It is more intended to be used 
for trend analysis and overall programming objectives. (WFP 4, 2009, p. 24) 
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The authors go on to argue that because of the inaccuracy of the PDM data source, 
evaluating the circumstances of those living just under or over the poverty line was not feasible.   
As discussed in Chapter Two, the arbitrary nature of selecting that cutoff point is a subject of 
much discussion in poverty analysis (Blackwood & Lynch, 1994; Ruggeri Laderchi, Saith, & 
Stewart, 2003; Johannsen, Zeller, & Klasen, 2007). It is a constant challenge to justify the 
position of the line and to evaluate the extent to which the line is defined by contextual factors.   
Interestingly, a bit earlier in the report the authors provide a different, contradictory 
definition of the PDM tool: 
The purpose of Post-Distribution Monitoring (PDM) is to ensure that the 
GFD is achieving its objectives and, if not, to identify appropriate corrective 
actions. A PDM is intended to measure the impact of food aid on 
households to ensure that the beneficiary targeting is appropriate and that 
those in need are accessing and using the food aid as intended. (WFP 4, 
2009, p. 23) 
 
Here the authors suggest that the PDM should be used to measure impact and to determine 
whether or not targeting is appropriate.  This conclusion is in stark contrast to the previous 
paragraph which claims the PDM is not specific or detailed enough to provide hard factual data.  
Again, as discussed in Chapter Two, often such documents are written in a way that supports 
different interpretations depending on the audience (e.g. fieldworker, consultant, donor, etc.).  
Because project documents maintain multiple representations, the documents in fact may 
contain a series of contradictions like the one presented above.   
A second reason given for the low rate of TE was the use of out-of-date data in determining 
the poverty line. 
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WFP is perhaps doing their own targeting efficiency a disservice by using the 
1997poverty line figures for Kenya. Because of inflation and a changing 
economic situation, the figures of 43Ksh/day for absolute poverty and 
31Ksh/day for food poverty are very low and perhaps do not accurately 
reflect the current economic situation of Kenya’s very poor. WFP is now 
planning on revising the cut-off values used to 74Ksh/day for absolute 
poverty and 55Ksh/day for food poverty. These new values will broaden the 
definition of food poverty and improve the targeting efficiency by 
presenting a more realistic living situation for those considered food-
insecure and eligible for inclusion into the programme.(WFP 4, 2009, p. 26) 
 
I discuss this issue of calibrating poverty lines year-over-year in Chapter Seven.   Since it is 
cost prohibitive to collect household census-type data each year, as prices and tastes change 
the accuracy of the measure deteriorates.    
Finally, the authors mention the insidious and persistent problem of measurement error 
when using such an evaluation tool. 
. . . [T}his process of evaluating the geographical and household targeting 
through the PDM is problematic, because the targeting efficiency results are 
only as good as the PDM data is reliable, and this reliability is highly 
dependent on the ability of the enumerators to ask consistent questions 
and obtain precise and valid responses. This problem is further 
compounded by the difficulty in determining the household expenditure 
value and the food poverty score. These are highly sensitive values and the 
difference of several shillings expenditure can shift a household from one 
category to the next. In fact the WFP PDM was using a value of 43 KSh for all 
expenditures to calculate absolute poverty, without properly addressing 
large annual expenses such as school fees that would dramatically change 
the results. (WFP 4, 2009, p. 26). 
 
As discussed in detail in Chapter Four, measurement error is a serious and pervasive 
challenge involved in evaluation.  Collecting household data is challenging, frequently 
unreliable, and often prohibitively expensive.   
While the reasons provided for poor targeting efficiency are all in themselves valid, the 
report misses the main point, which is that the WFP is trying to measure targeting efficiency 
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using an entirely different set of criteria than that used to select recipients.  There is an inherent 
mismatch between the subjective eligibility criteria used by the community to select 
beneficiaries and the objective poverty score used by the WFP to evaluate that selection.   
Obviously, determining the targeting efficiency of a community-based targeting method is 
much more difficult because the criteria are subject to social variability.   In the case of the 
Kenyan relief operations program, while the WFP provides the community with recommended 
guidelines, ultimately it is the relief committee that decides which households become 
beneficiaries.  These criteria are effectively not knowable to the outside development agency, 
making accurate measurement difficult if not impossible.   Consequently, there is a tendency to 
revert back to “objective” measures such as a poverty line to evaluate and discuss targeting 
success. 
Box 16: Navigating Social Pressures Inherent in Community Participation 
To some extent, the evaluation report acknowledges the hidden agendas of 
community participation in noting that targeting by this method is only as good 
as the RC is fair (WFP 4, 2009, p. 19).  On this issue, the evaluation reported 
mixed results.  The report acknowledges the oft cited issue with CBDT – that of 
the social pressure and obligation felt by RC members.  As the decision-makers 
and as members of the community, the RC is under constant pressure to add 
households to the beneficiary rolls for any number of reasons that may have 
nothing to do with poverty status.   The evaluation report recommends formally 
recognizing RC members as a means of mitigating this issue.  From my 
perspective, I am not sure what formal recognition by the WFP will accomplish.  
Perhaps more interesting is how the RC navigates these pressures.  For instance, 
in Katulya, RC members were generally well-received.  However, by common 
agreement (and against stated WFP policy), all RC members received food 
benefits.  Receipt of the benefit is one way to insulate the group against 
attempts at bribery.   However, even more interesting was my discussion with 
the RC on how they deal with dropping households from the beneficiary rolls.  
When the Katulya RC drops someone from the list they blame the change on the 
WFP, deflecting the negative news from themselves!   
 
 228 
 
It is not clear whether the WFP (or the evaluators) assume the “objective” food poverty 
score to be the accurate or correct definition of poverty, and thus the standard against which 
the community-based tool should be measured, or whether they simply default to this measure 
because there is no other viable way of creating a benchmark.   Yet, it is naïve to assume these 
two measures will be comparable.  In fact my research demonstrates that alternative ways of 
measuring poverty produce very different outcomes (see Chapter Seven).  This begs the 
question of which is the “better” tool. 
It is effectively impossible to determine which of these measurement tools is better or more 
accurate than the others since each represents an entirely different construction of reality.  If 
poverty means “the-people-who-the-RC-thinks-need-help” then whoever gets aid is by 
definition needy or poor.  However, if poverty means “those-who-are-poor-by-the WFP-food-
poverty-score” then this measure becomes the benchmark.  Since the measures can serve 
different purposes, as Mosse (2005) points out, the issue is not that there is a disjuncture but 
that the disjuncture happens within unequal power relationships.  The WFP holds the purse 
strings, and thus the power to decide who gets the benefits and under what circumstances.   
Thus, the targeting efficiency described in the evaluation report has little to do with people in 
need, and a great deal to do with the narrative of the powerful (in this case, the WFP and other 
donors).  However, similar to the arguments of Mosse, my research shows that these power 
relationships are more complicated  than a simple donor/beneficiary binary.  While the 
narrative of the powerful is certainly strong, it is not all consuming.  The WFP does not have a 
monopoly on making decisions about who should and should not receive aid.  Indeed multiple 
studies have demonstrated that communities are very resourceful in redirecting funds to where 
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they believe them to be most useful (Li, 2005; Mosse, 2004).  Regardless of what an outside 
agency decides, the community is going to find some way to get the resources to those they 
think needs it most.  As discussed earlier in this chapter, in the case of Katulya and WFP, one 
channel of redirection is through ration-sharing.   In some ways I see the WFP using a 
community-based targeting method as a means of trying to capture/measure the hidden 
decisions that take place behind the scenes.  My results from Chapter Seven demonstrate that, 
at least in Katulya, the devolution of decision-making appears to be working.   More than any 
other measure, the WFP method of beneficiary selection captures the households that possess 
the broadest range of poverty dimensions.   It is unfortunate that this success is not reflected in 
the evaluation report.  To do so, the DC would need to let go of its long-held value system 
based on objective measures and take more seriously the findings from qualitative tools.  
This tendency of global organizations such as WFP to revert to an objective measure of 
poverty for calculating targeting efficiency points to a tension between policy and practice.  On 
one hand, the number-based objective measures are simple to quantify and disseminate.  Thus, 
from a policy perspective, they provide an easy route to evaluating success and to enrolling 
donors in support of a given program.  For these reasons, global organizations like the WFP 
tend to privilege objective measures.  Moreover, money-based metrics provide an easy way to 
communicate organizational stories.  In the case of WFP, these narratives include the benefits 
of food aid and the success and efficiency of their operations.  On the other hand, global 
organizations are under pressure to acknowledge the critiques of those critical to the 
development project.  As a result, agencies try to practice participatory, bottom-up 
development to help alleviate social inequities.  The WFP wants to advertise how the design of 
 230 
 
their program is participatory, backed by the community, and thus valid.   However, in the case 
of targeting, through the very act of using a social-based method, CBTD measurement 
invariably becomes difficult and is not as useful for promoting the policy agenda.   
Is there a solution to this tension?  One suggestion is that where community-based methods 
are used, rather than trying to evaluate targeting success using a monetary measure exacted at 
the household-level, perhaps success should be measured on the scale of the community.  One 
way to do this would be to generate community level indicators of wellbeing such as improved 
social networks, increased market activity, and increased levels of school attendance.  Then, at 
least, the scale used in practice and measurement would be the same. This topic of leveling 
scales in measurement deserves further consideration and represents a fertile area for future 
research. 
8.3.3  Discourse on Successful Targeting 
To further examine the tension between policy and practice, in this section I look more 
closely at the language the authors of the evaluation report use to describe the relative success 
of the WFP targeting strategy.  In its discussion on targeting, the evaluation report had the 
following to say about the three-tier strategy (geographic at the district and location levels and 
then community-based at the village level) used by WFP for its general food distribution 
program: 
These three levels of targeting form a solid basis for the allocation of food 
aid to the most food-insecure.  This targeting structure was supported 
during the 2005 Thematic Review of Targeting in WFP Relief Operations, 
and found to offer a number of benefits for achieving successful targeting.  
These include:  
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 Greater agreement and support amongst stakeholders 
regarding the existence and nature of the food insecurity and 
therefore who should be targeted; 
 A shared understanding of the targeting criteria and process so 
that it can be widely supported by political stakeholders and 
better implemented by operational stakeholders 
 For a to share experiences, resolve difficulties and promote 
compliance with agreed measures; 
 
Furthermore, this approach has proved to be the best way to minimize 
diversions, obviate political pressures and strengthen the development of 
local community governance.  (WFP 4, 2009, p. 14)   
 
The statement “form a solid basis for the allocation of food aid…” is hardly a resounding 
claim of success.  Moreover, considering that the authors later discuss the relative failure of 
CBTD to target efficiently (recall the low TE rates of 63 and 65 percent), the statement is 
somewhat surprising. More interesting, to back this tepid conclusion of success, rather than 
provide concrete data from the actual evaluation, the report cites a second source, the 2005 
Thematic Review of Targeting in WFP Relief Operations.    
The language used above to describe the benefits of successful targeting reflects Mosse’s 
(2005) assertion that to retain legitimacy, project documents must use a broad “international 
language” of consensus that focuses on technical issues (such as implementation) rather than 
political challenges (who receives what benefits).  To  say that the targeting design “proved to 
be the best way to minimize diversions, obviate political pressures and strengthen the 
development of local community governance”  points to implementation efficiency but says 
nothing about the ability of the program to get food to the people most in need, which is 
presumably the goal of targeting.   In fact, a little bit later in the report, evaluators conclude 
that stakeholders overall believe that the program is targeting the correct districts, but there is 
no certainty that the most vulnerable people within these districts are being fed.   
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Generally, it is believed by all stakeholders that in terms of district targeting, 
the coverage rate has been good, with up to 95% of vulnerable districts 
being included in the relief operation.  However, there is less certainty at 
the divisional and sub-divisional level that the targeting is accurate.  Simply 
put, the correct districts might be targeted, but there is no assurance that 
the most vulnerable people within these targeted districts are being fed.   
(WFP 4, 2009, p. 14)   
 
Despite this admission, evaluators highlight the Kenya targeting process as a potential model 
for other relief operations:  
…the Kenya targeting process has offered a potential model for other relief 
operations because it is a dynamic and evolving process, incorporating 
lessons learned and additional data sources to improve each successive 
assessment and ensure that the vulnerable areas are identified and 
highlighted. (WFP 4, 2009, p. 14)   
 
The language in the above paragraph focuses on program execution to describe success, 
looking at the “evolving process” and “lessons learned” rather than at how measurement was 
used to accomplish its targeting goals.  Then, just a few paragraphs later, the report exhibits a 
contradiction by pointing out as a major weakness the program’s inability to conduct on-going 
monitoring of targeting.   
A weakness of the targeting and assessment process is that there is no 
monitoring of the targeting process and it is not possible to evaluate how 
well the system is actually meeting its goals.  It is important to ensure 
whether or not the targeting and assessment (i.e. the areas included and 
excluded in the distribution) were the correct ones to target.  This could 
only be known through a survey of targeted areas and non-targeted areas 
to confirm that there is higher food insecurity in the targeted areas.”  (WFP 
4, 2009, p. 14)   
 
Without this monitoring, how is it that the project can dynamically evolve processes and 
incorporate lessons learned (the arguments used in the previous paragraph to describe the 
Kenyan program as a targeting model)?  Moreover, as the evaluators correctly infer, without 
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monitoring, there is no real way for WFP to determine whether or not it is meeting its targeting 
objectives.    
In these contradictory statements, we see the struggle the WFP faces in trying to support 
the measurement tool selected to determine the needy (CBTD) and the measurement tool 
selected to define success (food poverty score).   If it continues to use multiple tools, the WFP 
will never arrive at a definitive answer of success; for the tools originate from different 
underlying epistemologies.   However, the WFP can achieve success in the policy realm by 
defending the use of CBDT by using the objective policy language familiar to donors.  And this 
success is clearly important to demonstrate so as to ensure continued programming.  What the 
measurement does not tell us is whether the community believes the WFP has accomplished its 
goals.  This juxtaposition is a good example of what Mosse (2005) would call the “project 
reality” of success.  This reality connects through discourse donor-driven ideas such as, in the 
case of the WFP, lessons learned, good governance and participation, to implementation (or 
how the project was done) and not necessarily to what the project accomplished.    
To get around this conundrum, the WFP again falls back on implementation discourse.  That 
is, it describes how the program is successful by listing implementation-related successes: 
During the interviews, most beneficiaries were able to state in general 
terms what criteria the community used for selection onto the relief 
register.  Most beneficiaries were able to identify members of the relief 
committee and to affirm that the relief committee was present at 
distributions.  Most beneficiaries were able to identify the cooperating 
partner by name and some were able to identify WFP and/or the 
government as the source of the food aid. . . Distribution processes are by 
and large efficient, equitable and transparent. (WFP 4, 2009, p. 17) 
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Then the evaluation report neatly links this success to successful targeting by returning to 
the benefits of a community-based targeting framework.  In this case, the report states that the 
criteria used for determining who receives aid in the community are “fluid rather than rigid 
allowing for cultural differences and local circumstances to help inform the process” (WFP 4, 
2009, p. 16).   
What this discursive exercise reveals is that there are multiple uses for measurement.  I 
suggest that in the case of the WFP, this evaluation has more to do with addressing the 
narrative of the powerful (the WFP and donors) than it does with how people living in poverty 
are impacted by the program.  Ironically, I contend that on the ground, at least in Katulya the 
process of selection on many levels appears to be working. 
8.4  CONCLUSION 
In this chapter I used a WFP evaluation on the recent Kenya EMOP to provide a concrete 
example of how measurement creates fractures between policy discourse and program 
practice.   The example shows how different measurement tools, which inherently construct 
different realities, produce different discursive outcomes depending on the intended audience 
or program objective.  This understanding is important in that the application of one or the 
other can have very real material consequences.    
The point I make is that the two qualitatively different methods for defining need used by 
the WFP– the CBTD measure and the food poverty score – have no intrinsic connection with 
one another.  They are not in agreement or disagreement, but rather evaluate different things.  
For instance, the RC could identify 50 households to receive aid, none of whom “needs” it 
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based on the food poverty score.  Which measure is true is in some sense irrelevant and 
certainly impossible to know. However, what matters to the WFP from a policy standpoint 
(sustaining the program, raising funds) relies on the quantitative measure, whereas what is 
important to the WFP from an operational standpoint (community satisfaction in beneficiary 
selection and food distribution) relies on the qualitative measure.    Thus, the two measures 
serve separate but important purposes. 
I argue that the issue is not that different forms of measurement (and their underlying 
epistemologies) are incommensurate, but that no one is acknowledging this disconnect in the 
discourse.  Given that the current structure of aid has produced limited results, I see a great 
need for the development community to reflectively consider these issues.  Consideration not 
only includes acknowledging the cross-purposes of the measurement tools, but thinking about 
how the application of multiple definitions/measures leads to different policy decisions and 
thus different practical interventions.  Regardless of how a program is represented, the 
development community has an obligation to ensure that the needs of those being targeted 
(those living in poverty) are being addressed. 
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9 CONCLUSION 
“If you don’t know where you’re going, any road will get you there.” 
 
-Cheshire Cat, Alice and Wonderland 
9.1  INTRODUCTION 
Poverty, while global in scope, is a very local phenomenon.  Thus, the issues and problems 
that give rise to deprivation are both universal and unique.  While the question evaluators of 
aid programs ask is simple – does a given poverty program have a positive and lasting effect on 
the people it is meant to serve? --the answer is often ambiguous and fraught with conceptual 
and measurement challenges. 
This research has focused on how poverty conceptualization and measurement creates 
various disconnects between development aid policy discourse, program operational practices, 
and the experiences of those living with deprivation.  The contradictions that develop around 
measurement take both discursive and practical forms.  For instance, in the case of the former, 
the development policy discourse produces a series of conflicting messages.  On one hand the 
DC uses various meta-narratives such as capabilities, vulnerability, or social exclusion to 
acknowledge the complex multidimensional nature of poverty while, on the other, it reduces 
the idea to a simplified money-based metric such as $1/day.    Similarly, measurement creates a 
very practical contradiction in that the different tools used to quantify poverty yield conflicting 
results.   The money-based metric and the community-based metric, for example, each 
identifies a different set of households as poor.  The fractures between policy discourse and 
program practice created through measurement are important to understand because the 
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rhetoric and actions of the development community, through funding choices, have a direct 
impact on the lives of those living in poverty.  To be effective, I argue that poverty programs 
need to better link interpretations of the meaning of poverty to those of program success.  In 
order to do so, one must not only understand how the different actors perceive poverty, but be 
able to recognize and measure the gap between these different perceptions.    
To explore how measurement produces contradictions between policy, practice, and 
experience, I collected household survey and focus group data from a small rural community in 
southeastern Kenya called Katulya.  From these data I constructed and compared four different 
measures of poverty commonly used by development aid agencies for beneficiary targeting and 
program evaluation, including an expenditure-based poverty line, an asset-based composite 
index, a community-based wealth ranking, and a household-based subjective measure.   In 
Chapter Two I discussed the theoretical foundation for my analysis by looking at how various 
authors have addressed the social construction of poverty (Li, 1999; Yapa, 2002) and the 
disjunctures between development program models and the material practices of deprivation 
(Li, 2005; Ferguson, 1994; Mosse, 2001).  I then looked more closely at program practice to 
explain how and why common conceptualizations of multidimensional poverty fall short when 
operationalized.  In Chapter Three I provided a brief history and geography of the Makueni 
region of Kenya, where my research took place.  By framing the social and economic challenges 
of the region, I demonstrate how colonialism, capitalism, and global development, by altering 
land-tenure systems and social structures, have served to shape poverty in Kenya, weaving an 
indelible pattern of existence.  In Chapters Four and Five I described in detail my process of 
data collection and analysis, not just as a researcher explaining her methods but as a 
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practitioner “practicing development.”  In doing so, I provided tangible evidence on how the 
actual practice of poverty measurement is disconnected from the policy discourse on poverty 
conceptualization.   
 In Chapter Six, I argued that the development community should more explicitly 
acknowledge the limitations of measurement tools and place a greater emphasis on the 
importance of a mixed method design in poverty program evaluation.  Since there exist 
multiple causal pathways between changes in measureable poverty indicators and 
improvements in well-being, quantitative tools are limited in their application and ability to 
explain these pathways.  By privileging such tools, I argue that the DC fails to capture important 
information on how poverty is experienced within the community.   In Chapter Seven I 
compared the results of my different poverty measures, demonstrating that the measures are 
related to one another by the degree to which they capture a local or internalized 
understanding of poverty.   Ranking the tools by the relative weight of insider knowledge, the 
most internalized tool is the subjective household measure followed by the community-based 
wealth ranking and then by the asset-based composite index and finally by the money-based 
poverty line measure.  In Katulya, these measures are correlated in this order.  The results 
suggest that the tool most commonly used by the DC to discuss measurement, the poverty line, 
is also the one most disconnected from the community.  Finally, in Chapter Eight, I looked at 
how the contradictions created by measurement manifest within the context of an ongoing 
development program by taking an example from the WFP evaluation literature.  My findings 
showed how the WFP report used two different frameworks for conceptualizing poverty, a 
community-based measure for targeting beneficiaries and a poverty line measure to evaluate 
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program success.   In this chapter, I conclude by directly answering my research questions.  I 
follow this summary with a brief discussion on areas for future research.   
9.2  RESEARCH QUESTION ONE  
In what ways does the development community represent poverty?  
 Are certain discourses privileged over others?  
 If so, what are the policy implications of this selection? 
 How does measurement play a role in this discursive process?  
 
As discussed in Chapter Two, the broader development community represents poverty in 
many ways.  Some frameworks objectify poverty through a monetary threshold of income or 
expenditures (Ravillion, 1992; Deaton & Zaidi, 1999).  Others describe it as a lack of freedom to 
participate in society in a meaningful way (Sen 1999, Nussbaum 2003, Alkire 2005).  Alternative 
models examine the issue in terms of the vulnerable struggling to achieve a minimum level of 
basic needs (Chambers 1989, Moser 1998, Ellis 2000) or through power relations resulting in 
inequality and social exclusion (Townsend 1979, Du Toit 2004).  These varied processes of 
description provide meaning to poverty’s material reality.  Yet, poverty is more than just a set 
of material outcomes.  As a social construction, poverty is also shaped by the discourses 
produced through the act of trying to observe, categorize, and define its ontological nature.  
While the understanding of poverty as a social construction is well articulated in the theoretical 
literature(Li, 1999; Yapa, 2002) and to a certain extent within the broader policy discourse, it is 
not well imbedded into the practice of poverty conceptualization and measurement.   I suggest 
that understanding this disjuncture can help explain why, despite a large investment by the aid 
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industry, the development community has had limited success in bringing about positive 
change for those living in poverty. 
While donor discourse now broadly recognizes poverty as a multidimensional construct 
(World Bank, 1990; Ludi & Bird, 2007; Jazairy, Alamgir, & Panuccio, 1992), in practice the 
development community often privileges a money-based definition.  I argue that measurement 
plays a prominent role in this discursive favoritism.  While the policy discourse might embrace 
the multidimensionality of deprivation, in practice these conceptualizations are very difficult to 
operationalize.   It is challenging (if not impossible) to develop and agree on a set of indicators 
that adequately represents expansive sociopolitical ideas such as capabilities, vulnerability, or 
social exclusion.   Additionally, my research demonstrates that a money-based understanding of 
poverty is disconnected from that of a community.  To the extent that community perceptions 
are hidden from the outsider’s view, it is costly and time-consuming to try and uncover the 
local dynamics which inform these understandings using other more qualitative tools.  With 
limited funds available, development programs must constantly balance beneficiary 
identification with operational programming.  Finally, the reductive money-based measure 
possesses several features that are discursively and politically useful.  A money-based metric 
provides a tangible way of quantifying the poor in a manner that is easily understood and that 
can be applied across multiple scales and over different timeframes.  For these reasons, the 
measure provides a relatively efficient way for donors to determine how to best use a limited 
set of resources.  Thus, while the discourse on poverty conceptualization is often expansive, the 
practice of poverty measurement tends to be reductive. 
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The tendency of the development community to revert back to a money-based tool is 
problematic.  Since poverty construction occurs within unequal power relationships, the DC has 
power over definition and measurement and thus, on paper, over who gets what aid.  Yet, my 
research demonstrates that the picture is quite a bit more complicated; that different 
communities within the development chain have different sets of values and different levels of 
power over decision-making which may or may not get reflected in the tools used to identify 
the poor.  In many ways by reducing poverty to a monetary threshold, the DC effectively 
removes the richness and complexity that can help donors understand the experience of place-
based poverty.  By analyzing these processes through a social constructionist lens, I argue that 
applying tools that help us better understand the local poverty experience can help lead to 
more effective programming.  On way to make this happen is to have the DC more 
systematically and seriously think about redirecting evaluation resources from solely 
quantitative household surveys to a mixture of in-depth case studies and community-based 
methods.   
9.3  RESEARCH QUESTION TWO   
In what ways does the methodological practice of collecting poverty data diverge from the discourse 
on poverty conceptualization and measurement?   
 
The methodological practice of measurement varies significantly from the discourse on 
poverty conceptualization and measurement.  In policy discourse, the DC presents the poverty 
line measure as quantitative and objective and therefore beyond reproof.  In practice, however, 
my research reveals that this metric is in fact socially directed and highly subjective, calling into 
question its purported validity.   By describing the process of “practicing development,” I am 
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able to explain how this disjuncture unfolds.   For instance, the quality of the data collected and 
the reliability of the measure calculated depends on multiple factors such as what the 
respondent chooses to reveal, how the enumerator asks the questions, the accuracy of the 
person entering the data into an electronic format, and the decision-making process of the 
person analyzing the data and presenting the results.    At each of these junctures, actors in the 
development chain make subjective decisions that ultimately impact the end result.  Yet, since 
it is assumed to be “objective,” the measurement process is rarely questioned in the broader 
discourse and thus the messiness of the procedure is seldom revealed. 
The fracture between objective validity and subjective ambiguity is important from a policy 
perspective because it is on a given “truth” that policy is made and on which development 
programs are designed, implemented, and evaluated. How the DC measures poverty 
determines how it identifies beneficiaries for inclusion.  By presenting the measurement 
process as neutral, the discourse allows the DC to allocate huge amounts of resources with little 
understanding of the fragility of the tools used to inform those allocations.  
To help bolster the strength of these decision-making tools the DC could do several things.  
First, in discourse and program documents, the DC could be more reflexive about the 
measurement process and more explicit in its acknowledgement of the limitations of different 
measurement tools.   Second, while most programs usually implement a mixed-method design 
that includes both quantitative and qualitative tools, the DC could grant more equal weight (or 
value) to the results obtained from both methods.  I argue that by using a combination of 
measurement techniques, the DC is more likely to capture diverse understandings of poverty 
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and thus is better able to create programming that links these understandings to the tangible 
steps needed to effect positive change.  Finally, the application of and the emphasis on a 
mixed-methods design could help level uneven power relationships inherent in poverty 
program operation.  For instance, at the scale of the community, by conducting multiple focus 
groups with different segments of the population, the DC might learn more about internalized 
understandings of poverty and other social dynamics, helping to dilute the power of elites who 
often control how outsiders perceive community well-being.  
9.4  RESEARCH QUESTION THREE  
In what ways do different poverty measurement tools reveal or conceal alternative definitions of 
poverty? 
 Is there a community understanding of what it means to be ‘poor’?   
 If so, to what extent and in what ways do the different measures capture this 
understanding? 
 
My findings indicate that, in Katulya, there is indeed a community understanding of what it 
means to be poor.  For several reasons, this understanding became clear during my analysis of 
the various measurement tools.  First, when asked to describe different poverty categories, the 
various FGD groups tended to delineate levels of poverty in very similar ways. For instance, all 
groups described very poor households as having unkempt yards and only a single cooking pot.   
Second, a cross-tabulation of the results from the self-reflective poverty question of “is your 
household poor” with the answer to the question of “what features identify a household as 
poor” show that, on average, households that rated themselves poor lacked the material 
attributes the majority of households in the community used to describe poverty.   For 
instance, the top feature used to describe a poor household was housing structure.  The 
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crosstab results showed that households who had floors and walls constructed of cheaper 
materials such as mud and cow dung were more likely to consider themselves poor than those 
who had floors and walls made of more expensive materials such as bricks, blocks, or cement.   
Not only does there appear to be a community understanding of poverty in Katulya, but my 
findings suggest that the different measures of poverty capture different aspects of this 
understanding.  A direct comparison of the four tools demonstrates that while different 
measures yield different results, there is a relationship between the tools.  The measures are 
related by the degree to which they capture an internalized conceptualization of poverty.  The 
individual self-reflective score is a simple measure that provides a personal opinion on the 
status of household poverty.  This opinion, however, is not substantiated with any material or 
measurable indicator, making it highly internalized.  The basis of the opinion is therefore not 
known to an outside evaluator.    The PWR community score is also a fairly internalized 
measure of poverty in that it remains heavily influenced by social motivations.  However, since 
multiple members of the community participate, there are some externally measureable or 
tangible indicators.  The composite-based asset index relies on visible assets, making this 
measure easier for an outsider to understand and calculate.  At the same time, to the extent 
that the community experiences life in similar ways, the composite index is also linked to 
community perceptions of well-being.  Finally, there is the expenditure-based poverty line.  
Since the calculation of the poverty line is based on averages and goes through several 
complicated quantitative iterations, this measure is arguably the most disconnected from the 
community.   A correlation analysis confirms that the individual self-reflective poverty score is 
significantly correlated to the PWR community score, which in turn is correlated to the 
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composite index, which in turn is correlated with the money-based metric.  Moreover, in 
Katulya the money-based metric, arguably the most externalized measure, is inversely 
correlated with the most internalized measure, the subjective household poverty score. 
Understanding the relationships between the measures is important given that there are 
material consequences to the choice of a poverty measurement tool.  For instance, if a 
development program selects beneficiary households using an “outsider” approach such as a 
money-metric or composite index and if the selections don’t match the feelings or opinions of 
those living in the community, there is a chance that the community may reject or work against 
the program.  Any large disconnect has the potential to create new or exacerbate existing 
community tensions.  Moreover, there is a risk that the internalized understanding of poverty 
may get lost when utilizing the more external (and more common) measures, leading to 
ineffective programming. Similarly, if a program uses an “insider” participatory method, 
programs must be aware and accept that beneficiary selection may include relatively well-off 
households.  As the deconstruction of the WFP evaluation report demonstrates, this disconnect 
may create a tension for donor programs that want to demonstrate “success.”   
The purpose of this study is not to recommend one measure over another.  Rather, it is to 
argue that the development community should be more reflective about the use of these tools.  
An individual’s perception of her personal level of suffering might be very different than that 
understood by an outsider.  Who is to say that either interpretation is wrong?  Of great 
importance to poverty program success is that beneficiaries feel their needs are being 
addressed, that their circumstances are improving, and that benefactors are able to translate 
those feelings into meaningful and objective activities which demonstrate accomplishment and 
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accountability.  The former is necessary for program participation while the latter is required 
for ongoing funding.    
At issue is not that different forms of measurement (and their underlying epistemologies) 
are incommensurate, but that no one is acknowledging this disconnect in the discourse.  I see a 
great need for the development community to reflectively consider these issues.  Consideration 
not only includes acknowledging the cross-purposes of the measurement tools, but thinking 
about how the application of multiple definitions and measures leads to different policy moves 
and different practical interventions.  Regardless of how a program is represented, the 
development community has an obligation to ensure that the needs of those being targeted 
(those who are living in poverty) are being addressed. 
9.5  FUTURE RESEARCH 
The purpose of this research was to contribute to the conversation on how development 
policy discourse is disconnected from development program operational practice.  To do so, I 
focused on poverty measurement and the relationship between different tools.   My results 
provide several interesting questions for future research.  First, it would be interesting to 
explore whether or not my findings are unique to Katulya.  The questions are whether the 
insider/outsider relationship between the various measures holds across different geographic 
and cultural planes and how do these relationships link up with the value sets that different 
communities maintain regarding people living in poverty  To answer these questions, I would 
like to conduct a similar direct comparison of poverty tools in several other communities in 
different regions of the world. It would also be interesting to conduct comparisons in urban as 
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well as rural areas.  If the relationships between poverty measurement tools hold, my findings 
could have far reaching implications for how the DC perceives and conducts program 
evaluation.  From a theoretical perspective the results will add to the knowledge base on the 
social construction of poverty.  From a practical approach the results could potentially lead to a 
renewed emphasis on more qualitative poverty measurement tools. 
A second research avenue would be to conduct a more detailed deconstruction of the 
poverty measurement discourse.  To do so, I would perform a more systematic review of donor 
program evaluation documentation similar to my analysis of the WFP evaluation report.  The 
question is with what frequency and in what ways donors turn to different measures to satisfy 
different policy discourses.  A third area of research, as mentioned in Chapter Eight, would be 
to look more closely at the ways one might equalize the scale of different measurement tools.  
If donors use a community-based method for targeting beneficiaries, they should not use a 
household-level quantitative measure to evaluate the “success” of that targeting.  Rather, I 
would like to investigate how to produce quantitative measures at the scale of the community 
that would more effectively measure success both from the local and donor perspectives.  
Finally, as discussed in Chapter Seven, one fertile area for future research is the linkage 
between increasing access to technology and generational perceptions of poverty.  To what 
extent do adults in developing communities still see technology as a commodity of the 
wealthy?  How does increasing access to technology re-shape perceptions of poverty across 
different generations?  Do youth, who traditionally are more in tune with this innovation, drive 
changing perceptions?   
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This research project has been an intellectual challenge through which I have grown 
personally and professionally. I look forward to continuing my studies with further theoretical 
research and to continuing my practice with hands-on work in the field, as both are important 
in understanding and battling the insidious nature of poverty and deprivation. 
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11    APPENDICES 
11.1  Appendix 1:  STUDY SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
 
This appendix contains the Household Survey and Focus Group Discussion instruments I used in 
my research. 
 
 CBTD Case Study –Household Questionnaire         
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Consent Form 
 
You must read this greeting to the respondent and proceed with the interview only after he/she gives consent. 
 
Good morning/afternoon. My name is ____________ and I am here from Kimetrica, a consultancy working with 
the World Food Programme (WFP).  We are trying to better understand community perceptions of poverty.  We 
will be asking you a series of questions about your household such as who lives here with you, what you eat, 
what you do for work and the things you worry about.  We will also ask you to describe what you think makes a 
household in your community poor.  Your answers will be used for research purposes and to help us improve 
future WFP programs.  
 
There are no donor benefits attached to this survey.  That means that what you say will not bring you more 
(or less) food or benefits from the WFP or any other donor organization.   
 
Everything you tell us will be kept strictly confidential.  We will not link you name with any response and will 
not give your information to any government official.  If you choose not to participate, it will not affect you in any 
way. You do not have to answer any questions that you choose not to. 
 
If you have any questions about this study after we have gone you can contact your local Relief Committee 
representative they will know how to contact us to answer your questions.   
 
 
May we proceed? (must get verbal consent before continuing) Verbal Consent:     YES:____              NO:_____ 
     
 
Written Consent (signature of respondents)): ________________________ 
 
 
Block A: Interview Details 
 
District  
 
Location 
 
Sub-location 
 
Village (circle) 
 
Time living at 
location (in years) 
KALAWA KALAWA KALAWA KATULYA          NDOVOINI  
Date of interview 
(dd/mm/year) 
HHLD ID # Name of the HH Head 
 
Name of Interviewer 
 
___/___/_______ 
   
Coordinates Latitude Longitude Altitude 
    
 
 
Statement:  The data collected here accurately reflect the responses of the participant (enumerator 
must sign before turning in survey).   
 
 
Signature of Enumerator:________________________________________________ 
 
 
 CBTD Case Study –Household Questionnaire         
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6
4
 
Block B: Household Demographic Roster 
 
Include in this section all people who regularly eat and sleep in the same household as the interviewee (i.e. members of the household where the interviewee is resident/lives).  
List the official name of the household head as it appears on your enumeration list.  
 
A. Household Member B. 
Relation 
to Head 
(List 1) 
C. 
Marital 
Status 
(List 2)  
D. Age 
(years)  
E. Sex 
(Circle) 
F. Disability 
status  
(List 3) 
G. 
Chronic 
Disease 
(List 4) 
H. Max  
Edu Level 
finished 
(List 5) 
I. Primary 
Occupation 
(List 6) 
J. Earn income in 
last 7 days?) 
If yes K 
If no  M 
K. Source of 
income in last 
7days (List 6) 
L. Total hrs 
spent earning 
income in last 
7 days 
M. Primary 
reason not 
working in 
last 7 days 
(List 7) 
1    M     F        Y          N    
2    M     F        Y          N    
3    M     F        Y          N    
4    M     F        Y          N    
5    M     F        Y          N    
6    M     F        Y          N    
7    M     F        Y          N    
8    M     F        Y          N    
9    M     F        Y          N    
10    M     F        Y          N    
 
 
1.  RELATIONSHIP TYPE 
 
3. DISABILITY STATUS 
 
5. EDUCATION LEVEL 
 
6. MAIN OCCUPATION 
 
7. REASONS FOR NOT 
WORKING 
A Is Head A Not Applicable, is able A Never attended school A Not working A Working – not applicable 
B Spouse of head B Partially blind B Pre – school, nursery B Child/student B No work available 
C Child of head C Totally blind C Primary Std 1 C Household/domestic work/housewife (unpaid) C Child/student 
D Parent of head D Deaf D Primary Std 2 D Childcare/domestic work (paid) D Household/ Family duties 
E Grandparent of head E Physically disabled E Primary Std 3 E Labour on own farm (unpaid) E Illness/Disability 
F Grandchild of head F Mentally disabled F Primary Std 4 F Labour on other farms (paid) F Too Old 
G Brother of head G Other (specify here... G Primary Std 5 G Livestock rearing (unpaid) G Lack of education 
H Sister of head   H Primary Std 6 H Casual off-farm labour (paid) H Lack of skills 
I Adopted/fostered child  4. CHRONIC DISEASE I Primary Std 7 I Rope making I Choose not to work 
J 
Other (specify here... A Not Applicable, not sick 
J 
Primary Std 8 
J 
Civil service/official 
J 
Cultural/Tradition preventing 
work 
  B Diarrhea K Secondary Form 1 K School teacher K Other (Specify here… 
 2. MARITAL STATUS C Fever with chills  L Secondary Form 2 L Trading/business   
A Never married  D Fever, cough, hard to breathe M Secondary Form 3 M Ill/unable to work due to illness   
B Married (monogamous) E Intestinal parasites N Secondary Form 4 N Other paid work (specify here...   
C Married (polygamous) F Measles O Secondary Form 5 O Other unpaid work (specify    
D Widowed G Eye infections P Secondary Form 6     
E Divorced/separated H Skin infections Q Polytechnic     
F Other (specify….) I Other (Specify…. R Univ./College Incomplete     
    S Univ./College Complete     
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Block C:  Purchase of Assets in the Last Year  
In the table below, include all purchases of assets that have occurred in the year prior to the interview. Assets are items that are typically not consumed on the spot and will last for at least 
one year.  They include productive assets (land, farm equipment) as well as household assets (cooking equipment, furniture etc) 
Consult the “Item List: Durable Assets) for the correct name, code and standard unit of measure for that asset. Enter the item code, item name and standard unit of measure for the item. 
Convert all local measures into the standard unit of measure for the item. Work out the unit price per standard unit of measure as appropriate in Ksh.  
Check that Total Spent = Quantity Purchased x Unit Price.  
You may verify which assets the household possesses by a quick visual inspection of the living area. 
Name of Item (Asset) Purchases of Assets in Last Year 
A. 
CODE 
Item Name B. Unit of 
Measure 
C. Month of 
Purchase 
D. Quantity 
Purchased 
E. Unit Price F. Total Spent  
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Block D:  Consumption and Purchases of Non-Food Consumables in the Past Month 
 
Include all purchases and acquisitions of non-food consumables that have occurred in the month prior to the interview. These are items that are typically consumed on the spot or are used 
up within a year of acquisition. Examples include soap, paraffin, medicines, clothing, charcoal, etc.  Consult the “List of Non-Food Items” for the correct name, code and standard unit of 
measure for that food item. Enter the item code, item name and standard unit of measure for the item.  
 
Convert all local measures into the standard unit of measure for the item. Work out the unit price per standard unit of measure as appropriate in Ksh.  
 
Other sources include all gifts, in-kind loans and products that are produced by the household, including natural resource products (firewood, water, charcoal, etc). For items from other 
sources that were acquired from other sources (i.e., not purchased) the unit price should be the prevailing unit price of that item in the village at the time of the interview. You should ask 
the respondent to estimate what these items are worth.  
 
Check that Total Spent = Quantity Purchased x Unit Price. (C x D = E) 
Check that Total Value = Quantity Received x Unit Price. (F x G) = H) 
Check that Total Quantity Acquired = Purchases (Quantity Purchased) + Other Sources (Quantity Received) (C + F = I ) 
 
Name of Item Purchases:  Non-Food Consumables 
purchased in the Last Month 
Other Sources: Non-Food Consumables in past 
month acquired from Gifts, Loans, Own Produce, 
Hunting & Gathering 
I. Total 
Quantity 
Acquired 
A. 
CODE 
Item Name B. Unit 
of 
Measure 
C. Total 
Quantity 
Purchased 
D. Unit 
Price 
E. Total 
Spent  
F. 
Quantity 
Received 
G. Unit 
Price 
H. Total 
Value 
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Block E:  Food Purchases and Consumption in the Past Week 
 
Detail all purchases and consumed food items in the week prior to the interview.  Purchases include food bought from other families, from the shop or market. Prompt the interviewee if 
necessary to make sure that all items are included. Consider only food items.  Do not include purchases of food items for resale or stocking shops/kiosks. 
 
Consult the “List of Food Items” for the correct name, code and standard unit of measure for that food item. Enter the item code, item name and standard unit of measure for the item. Convert 
all local measures into the standard unit of measure for the item. Work out the unit price per standard unit of measure as appropriate in KSh.  
 
Check that Total Spent (E) = Quantity Purchased (C ) x Unit Price (D). Check that the total food consumption equals the sum of consumption from all sources i.e., K = F + G + H + I + J  
 
Gifts and loans exclude food aid from external agencies. Gifts include food that was consumed by household members in other households.  Food Aid includes food received as a gift from any 
organization. Own production includes all food that is acquired directly from household production. This includes crop production, fish caught by the household, livestock and poultry products 
(meat and other products) produced by the household and game and other wild foods that were hunted or gathered by household members.  Be sure to include all bush products where 
appropriate. 
 
Enter Name and Code of Food Item.  Food purchases in the past 
week 
Record the total quantity of each food item that was consumed by the 
household in the last week from each source 
L. Quantity of 
Food Item Given 
Away or Lent to 
another HH 
During the Week 
M. # of times 
in past week 
consumed 
Food item 
A. 
CODE 
Item Name B. Unit of 
Measure 
C. Quantity 
Purchased 
D. Unit 
Price 
E. Total 
Spent  
F.  From 
Purchases 
G. From 
Food Aid 
H. Own 
Stocks  
I. Own 
Production 
J. Gifts 
and Loans 
K. Total 
Consum
ed 
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Block F:  Household Characteristics  
 
 Identify: Enter code from appropriate list below: 
1 Number of structures on property (enter number)  
2 Construction materials of house floor (select from List 8)  
3 Construction materials of house walls (select from List 8)  
4 Construction materials of house roof (select from List 8)  
5 Type of toilet facility  (Select from list 9)  
6 Main source of drinking water (Select from list 10)   
7 Main source of lighting (Select from list 11)  
8 Main source of cook fuel (Select from list 11)  
 
 
8.  CONSTRUCTION 
 
9. TOILET SOURCE 
 
10. DRINKING WATER  11. LIGHTING/COOK FUEL 
SOURCE 
A Mud/Cow Dung A None/Pan/Bucket A River/lake/pond A Paraffin/kerosene 
B Grass/Sticks/Makuti B Pit latrine B Spring/well/water pan/water dam B Firewood 
C Brick/Block/Cement C Flush C Public tap (free) C Charcoal 
D Iron sheets D Other {specify….] D Public tap (paid)/water truck/vendor D Grass 
E Tin/iron sheets   E Piped outside E Residue/animal waste 
F Stone   F Piped inside F Candles/flashlight 
G Wood   G Other [specify…] G Gas 
H Other [specify…}     H Electricity 
      I Other [specify….] 
 
Block G:  Household Assets 
 
1 Are you living on land owned by a family member (e.g. parent/grandparent)  Yes 
 No 
2 How much total land does your household own (hectares):   
 
 Asset Quantity (Number) 
Livestock 
3 Cattle  
4 Donkey  
5 Goats  
6 Sheep  
7 Pigs  
8 Chickens  
9 Other [specify….]  
Assets 
10 Cooking pots (sufuria)  
11 Hoe  
12 Cart/wheelbarrow  
13 Ox –drawn plow  
14 Mattress  
15 Sofa  
16 Paraffin lamp  
17 Stove  
18 Mobil Phone  
19 Radio  
20 Cassette player/recorder  
21 TV  
22 Bicycle  
23 Motorcycle/scooter  
24 Other (please specify..  
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Block H:  Household Perceptions 
 
1 In your opinion, what top three characteristics/features identify a 
household as ‘poor’? (List 12) 
1. 2. 3. 
2 In your opinion, is your household poor?  Yes 
 No 
3 In the past month, what have your worried about the most? Things that 
make you not sleep (List 13) 
1. 2. 3. 
 
 12. POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS  13.  HOUSHOLD WORRIES 
A Hungry/not able to feed family on a regular basis (food security) A Meeting daily food needs 
B Not able to purchase basics (clothing, soap, paraffin, medicines, etc.) B Health of children/medicines 
C Not able to pay school fees C Education of children/school fees 
D Not well educated/Aware (ignorance) D Poor quality of shelter/housing 
E Lack of land (do not have access to land to farm) E Lack of a steady job 
F Poor quality of housing structures (quality of house, size) F Lack of Income 
G Location of home (no opportunities because of where we live) G Health of crops 
H Lack of access to clean water and sanitation  H Health of animals 
J Limited access to utilities (energy for cooking, lighting) I Violence 
K Poor health (physical and mental health) J HIV/AIDS 
L Low income/variable income (level or variability of earnings) K Other {specify…} 
M No wage-earning job (not having a steady job or work)   
N Not enough income earners in family   
O Not enough livestock   
P Not enough physical assets (mattresses, radio, wheelbarrow, phone, cook pots, etc.)   
Q Not enough financial assets (owning stock/shares, bonds, savings accounts or having debt)   
R Lack of luxury consumption (travel for pleasure, eating out, hiring help)   
S TraditionAL practices/culture (polygamy, inheritance laws, etc.)   
T Poor environmental conditions (poor soils, drought/weather, low biodiversity, pollution,)    
U Inadequate infrastructure (poor roads, facilities, irrigation, etc.)    
 Inadequate technology    
W Population pressure (too many people not enough land)   
X Other {specify….}   
 
Block I: Coping Strategies  
 
 Think back to the last month of the most recent drought -October 2009.  If you did not have enough food or 
money to purchase food, how many times in that month did your household have to:  
Enter 
number  
1 Reduce the number of meals per day  
2 Skip food consumption for an entire day  
3 Reduce in size of meals  
4 Restrict consumption of adults to allow more for children  
5 Feed working members at expense of non-working  
6 Swap consumption to less preferred or cheaper foods  
7 Borrow food from a friend or relative  
8 Purchase food on credit (if they wanted to purchase on credit but were refused – the answer is zero)  
9 Consume wild foods  
10 Consume immature crop  
11 Consume toxic foods (that make you sick) or taboo foods (those prohibited due to religion/tradition  
12 Consume seed stock (seeds meant for planting – if they have no seeds b/c already used answer is zero)  
13 Send household members to eat elsewhere  
 
Block J: Programme Perceptions 
 
1 Are you a current beneficiary of (do you receive food from) the World Food Program?    Yes 
 No 
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During the latest distribution month –March 2010 -how much of the 
following did you receive from: 
Maize 
(Kgs) 
Corn/Soya 
blend (CSB) 
(Kgs)  
Pulses 
(Kgs) 
Vegetabl
e oil 
(Litres) 
2 World Food Programme directly     
3 Indirectly from other households (receipt from other beneficiaries)     
 
Ask the respondent to consider the statements below and assess 
how far he or she agrees with each statement. 
Circle the answer that best describes the interviewee’s 
views 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
No 
Strong 
Opinion 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
4 Participant well aware of the criteria that are used to select 
recipients for WFP’s Food programme 
1 2 3 4 5 
5 The selection of recipients for assistance was fair 1 2 3 4 5 
6 The assistance reached the households that needed it most 1 2 3 4 5 
7 Powerful families did not have preferential access to the 
assistance 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 Some households received assistance when they should 
not have 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
9 Are you currently receiving support from any other existing donor programme?  Yes 
 No 
10 If yes, what programme? (enter donor name and programme name, if known)  
11 Do you receive money from friends, family or others sources on a regular basis? 
(remittances/voluntary transfers, not donor funding) 
 Yes 
 No 
12 If yes, what is the normal/average amount (Ksh) received in the course of a month?  
 
Block K: Intergenerational Economic Mobility 
 
The following questions require the respondent to think back to the household in which she/he grew up (termed the parental 
household). They need to imagine their parental household as it was when they were aged 12 years. All responses must be 
an assessment of the parental household as of that specific year.   
 
Parental Demographics 
1 Size of parental community   Small village (less than 1000 people) 
 Medium village (1001-4,999 people) 
 Large village (5,000 - 20,000 people) 
 Town (20,000 – 100,000 people) 
 City (>100,000 people) 
2 Number of  children raised by parents (including respondent)  
3 Maximum education level attained by father (List 5)  
4 Maximum education level attained by mother (List 5)  
5 Father’s primary occupation (List 6)  
6 Mother’s primary occupation (List 6)  
 
Parental Household Characteristics  
  Enter code from appropriate list  
7 Construction materials of parental house floor (select from List 8)  
8 Construction materials of parental house walls (select from List 8)  
9 Construction materials of parental house roof (select from List 8)  
10 Type of toilet facility in parental (Select from list 9)  
11 Main source of drinking water in parental (Select from list 10)  
12 Main source of lighting in parental (Select from list 11)  
13 Main source of cook fuel in parental (Select from list 11)  
 
Parental Home Assets 
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14 Did your parental household own Circle   Did your parental household own: Circle 
15 Land  Yes No 23 Cooking pot (sufuria) Yes No 
16 Cattle  Yes No 24 Hoe Yes No 
17 Donkey Yes No 25 Cart/wheelbarrow Yes No 
18 Goats Yes No 26 Ox –drawn plow Yes No 
19 Sheep Yes No 27 Mattress Yes No 
20 Pigs Yes No 28 Sofa Yes No 
21 Chickens Yes No 29 Paraffin lamp Yes No 
22 Other {specify…) Yes No 30 Stove Yes No 
    31 Mobil Phone Yes No 
    32 Radio Yes No 
    33 Cassette player/recorder Yes No 
    34 TV Yes No 
    35 Bicycle Yes No 
    36 Motorcycle/scooter Yes No 
    37 Other (please specify.. Yes No 
 
Perceptions of Economic Mobility:  
 
1 Compared to that of your parental household, would you say the economic 
condition of your current household is: 
 Better          Same        Worse  
2 List, in priority order, the top three indicators of this change in status (List 14) 1. 2. 3. 
3 List, in priority order, the top three reasons for this change in status (List 15) 1. 2. 3. 
4 List the top three actions/investments you wish or would like to do to secure a 
better economic condition for your children’s households (List 15) 
1. 2. 3. 
 
 List 14: Indicators of Change in Economic Status   List 15: Reasons for Change in Economic Status 
A Better/worse able to feed family on a regular basis (food 
security) 
A Improved/decline in education 
B Better/worse able to purchase basics (clothing, school fees, 
medicines, etc.) 
B Change in location of home or primary wage earner (e.g. 
migration to city for income) 
C Increased /decreased access to land for farming C Improvements/declines in local infrastructure (roads, facilities, 
etc.) 
D Increased /decreased access to clean water and sanitation  D Improvements/declines in environmental conditions (biodiversity, 
climate, less pollution) - Poor soils  - Drought/weather 
E Increased /decreased access to utilities (energy for cooking, 
lighting) 
E Increased/decreased access to technology (seeds, irrigation, cell 
phones) 
F Improvement/decline in quality of housing (quality of house, 
location, size) 
F Improved/decline in awareness/knowledge about economic issues 
(prices, technologies, etc.) 
G Improvement/decline in household health (physical and mental 
health) 
G Increase/decreased support from family/social networks  
H Increase/decrease in household income/more steady income  H Improvements/declines in macro-economy (trade, growth – overall 
everyone is better off) 
I Have/Lost a wage-earning job  I Improvements/declines in government policies/institutions (taxes, 
subsidies, administrative departments, etc.) 
J Increase/decrease in physical assets (owning land, home, real 
estate, livestock) 
J Changes in societal institutions (cultural practices, norms, etc) 
K Increase/decrease in consumer goods/durables (radio/cell 
phone, TV, tractor, etc. 
K Other (please specify) 
L Increase/decrease in luxury consumption (travel for pleasure, 
movies, eating out, hiring help) 
  
M Increase/decrease in financial assets (owning stock/shares, 
bonds, savings accounts or having debt) 
  
N Other {please specify)   
 
Thank Respondent for their time. 
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Interview Details 
 
Enter FDG ID number as dictated by Claire.  Write in your name, date, click group type, and enter number of 
participants. Claire will enter the GPS coordinates.  
 
Name of Division Name of Location Name of Sub-location Name of Village 
FDG ID 
Number 
KALAWA KALAWA KALAWA KATULYA & NDOVOINI  
Name of Interviewer: 
 
Date of interview 
dd/mm/year 
 
___/___/____ 
Type of Group  (note: cannot have same participant in more than one group): 
 
Relief Committee       Women       Men       Elderly       Youth       Disabled  
 
Coordinates Latitude Longitude Altitude Number of participants present 
in the interview 
     
 
 
Block B: Consent Form 
 
Good morning/afternoon. My name is ….(introduce team).  We are here from Kimetrica, a consultancy working with 
the World Food Programme (WFP).  We are doing some research on community perceptions on poverty.  We want 
to understand from you what factors/issues make one household more or less poor/better-off/wealthy than a neighbor 
household. Your answers will be used for research purposes and to help us improve future WFP programs.  
 
There are no donor benefits attached to this survey.  That means that what you say will not bring you more (or 
less) food or benefits from the WFP or any other donor organization.   
 
Everything you tell us will be kept strictly confidential.  We will not link you name with any response and will not 
give your information to any government official.  If you choose not to participate, it will not affect you in any way. You 
do not have to answer any questions that you choose not to. 
 
The survey will take about two hours of your time. We understand that is it difficult to take so much time out of your 
day, so we will provide lunch/snacks for all of you.   
 
We would like to audio tape our group discussion for help with the translation for the muzungu.  It is very difficult as a 
translator to capture everything you say.  By audio-recording the meeting, she can go back to the discussion and 
clarify our decisions and responses. 
 
If you have any questions about this study after we have gone you can contact your local Relief Committee 
representative they will know how to contact us to answer your questions.   
 
 CBTD Case Study –Poverty Wealth Ranking Focus Group          
 
 
 
2
7
3
 
Participant Information & Signatures 
 
Let us go around the room and introduce ourselves.  I will take down your names, ask a few questions about your household and then ask you to sign the form 
indicating that you understand the project and want to participate.  After that we will begin the meeting.  If you have questions at any time, please feel free to 
interrupt the process and ask your question.  How about I begin….   
 
FGD Member Name Is HH 
head? 
Marital 
Status 
 
Age 
(years)  
Sex 
(Circle) 
Max Edu Level Finished 
 
Years lived 
in 
community 
I understand this 
interview will be 
audio-recorded 
Signature/ Thumb print 
1 
 
Y     N   M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
6 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
Y     N 
  M     F    
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Poverty Definition 
 
1. In your community, what does a poor household or poor person look like?  What do you call such a household or 
person?  What other words can you think of to describe such a household or person? 
 
If group is struggling to talk, use the following prompts.  Spend a lot of time getting a full list of descriptors.  Probe 
answers to get specifics. 
 What does a poor household/person eat? 
 Describe the daily activities of a poor person or household? 
 Describe the physical place of residence of a poor household or person 
 What kind of jobs does a poor person do? 
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2. What activities/things do poor households or poor people do to make their lives better?  What do they do to 
increase their income?   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. When a very poor household gets some resources/money, what are the first things it might purchase or do?  If 
they were to get some more money/resources what is the next thing that they might purchase or do? 
 
Continue on this way to get a ordered list of investments as a family moves from poor to average to wealthy. 
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Now we want to use the characteristics/descriptions that we discussed to create four categories of households: (i) 
very poor; (ii) still poor but a bit better off; (iii) doing ok/average for community, (vi) wealthy for community.  
 
We will start by describing a household that is wealthy for this community.  We will then describe a household that is 
very poor.  Next we will try and describe households that are still poor but a bit better off and those that are 
average/common for the community.   
 
 It is important that they have a household in mind when doing each of the descriptions.  Some households must 
fit into each bucket. 
 We can run through the list that they came up with in the first question to help guide how to place these 
characteristics into the different categories. 
 
4. Think of someone you consider wealthy in your community. What are the signs/characteristics that indicate that a 
household in this community is Wealthy? What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this household? 
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5. Think of a household in your community that you consider very poor.  What are the signs/characteristics that 
indicate that a household is very poor? What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of 
household? 
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6. Think of a household that is average/common for you community.  What are the signs/characteristics that indicate 
that a household is average/common? What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of 
household? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Think of a household that is still poor but a bit better off.  This is the category between very poor and average.   
What are the signs/characteristics that indicate that a household is still poor but a bit better off? What are the 
words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of household? 
 
This category will be tough to describe – must draw out specifics that make it different from very poor and 
average. 
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Now I want you to think back to the last month of the most recent drought that ended in October 2009.  When things 
started to go wrong, what is the first thing that people in your community start to do?  What is the second?  
Run through the list and rank. If they don’t mention items, tell run through the remaining list. Then ask them to put 
them in severity buckets 
Finally, I want to run through the list of strategies your community used during the last drought to cope with food 
shortage, and rank them on the level of severity.   Which one is the most severe – or used by those households 
suffering the most, those with the greatest shortage of food?  Which one do you believe is the least severe – or those 
households with just a small shortage of food?   
- They can think of it as ‘how bad do things have to get before a household starts to use a different strategy’ 
- When things start to get bad, which coping mechanism do you use first?  Then next, etc. 
- Run through the list to remind group of the categories. 
 Used 
Y/N 
Very 
Severe  
(Mauntu Ni 
Mathuku) 
Severe 
Nzaa 
Muno 
Moderate 
Nzaa) 
Least 
Severe  
Nzaa Noti 
Muno 
Reduce the number of meals per day Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Skip food consumption for an entire day Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Reduce in size of meals Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Restrict consumption of adults to allow more for 
children 
Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Feed working members at expense of non-working Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Swap consumption to less preferred or cheaper foods Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Borrow food from a friend or relative Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Purchase food on credit Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Consume wild foods Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Consume immature crop Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Consume toxic/taboo foods Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Consume seed stock Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
Send household members to eat elsewhere Y   l   N   4 3 2 1 
 
RANKING HOUSEHOLDS 
Finally, our team is going to ask each of you to put every household in your village into one of the four categories.  
You will do this privately with one of us.  You should not talk to the other people in the group about your decisions. 
We have a listing of each household in your community.  For each name on the list we will ask you how well you 
know the household and then ask you to place the household in one of the four categories.   
You should use the descriptions we came up with as a group to guide your decisions.  Before we begin lets review 
the buckets. 
Review the four categories and the major phrases/words used to describe.  Get everyone to acknowledge and 
agree that these make good guidelines for describing different types of households along a poverty scale. 
Test their understanding by doing some drills like ‘so, if a household has/does x and y and z, it would fall into 
what category?’ 
 
Explain that we are now going to meet with each participant one-by-one. 
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Explain that while the participant waits for an enumerator to be free, he/she can break for snacks. 
Each enumerator should have several ranking forms – one form for each member of the focus group. 
Once each participant has completed the ranking, the group will come back together for final thoughts 
 
Before we finish, I just want to quickly get your thoughts on the process. 
 
8. Final comments/reflections on the process.  Did you find the exercise interesting?  Did you learn something from 
the process?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank respondents for their time! 
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Interview Details 
Enter the FDG # used on the main focus group sheet.  Enter the participant name as it appears on the sheet (should 
be able to find name in list).  Enter your name as the interviewer. 
 
Name of Division Name of Location Name of Sub-location Name of Village FDG ID Number  
KALAWA KALAWA KALAWA KATULYA & 
NDOVOINI 
 
Name of Participant: 
 
Name of Interviewer: 
 
Date of interview 
dd/mm/year 
 
___/___/____ 
Type of Group: 
 
Relief Committee       Women       Men       Elderly       Youth       Disabled  
 
 
Ranking 
 
 TYPE OF RELATIONSHIP  RANK 
A Self A Very Poor (Ngya Muno) 
B 
Family/relative (related by birth or marriage) 
B Poor but a bit better off (Ti 
Ngya Muno) 
C 
Friend (A person that you know very well and share secrets/worries/fears) 
C Average/not rich (Ti Ngya/ Ti 
muthwii) 
D Neighbor (A person whose property is located next to/adjacent to your property) D Wealthy (Muthwii) 
E Classmate (A person you know through school)   
F Workmate/business associate (a person you know through work)   
G Community group (A person/household you know through involvement in a community group)   
H Casual acquaintance (A person you know by sight, say hello, but you don’t know much about them)   
I Do not know the household (not at all familiar with the name)   
 
Run through each name.  Ask participant how they know the household – explain the different types of 
relationships and what they mean- , the average number of times they interact with that household in a month and 
the category he/she would place that household.  The person should guess the ranking to the best of their ability.  All 
fields should be completed. 
 
# First Name Last 
Name 
Other 
Names 
Spouse's 
Name 
Type of 
Relationship 
(List 1) 
Average # of 
times you interact 
with per month 
Ranking 
(List 2) 
K001           
K002           
K003           
K004           
K005           
K006           
K007           
K008           
K009           
K010           
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# First Name Last 
Name 
Other 
Names 
Spouse's 
Name 
Type of 
Relationship 
(List 1) 
Average # of 
times you interact 
with per month 
Ranking 
(List 2) 
K011           
K012           
K013           
K014           
K015           
K016           
K017           
K018           
K019           
K020           
K021           
K022           
K023           
K024           
K025           
K027           
K028           
K029           
K030           
K031           
K032           
K033           
K034           
K035           
K036           
K037           
K038           
K040           
K041           
K042           
K043           
K044           
K045           
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# First Name Last 
Name 
Other 
Names 
Spouse's 
Name 
Type of 
Relationship 
(List 1) 
Average # of 
times you interact 
with per month 
Ranking 
(List 2) 
K046           
K047           
K048           
K049           
K050           
K051           
K052           
K053           
K054           
K055           
K056           
K059           
K063           
K064           
K065           
K066           
K067           
K069           
K070           
K072           
K073           
K074           
K075           
K077           
K078           
K079           
K080           
K081           
K082           
N083           
N084           
N085           
N086           
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# First Name Last 
Name 
Other 
Names 
Spouse's 
Name 
Type of 
Relationship 
(List 1) 
Average # of 
times you interact 
with per month 
Ranking 
(List 2) 
N087           
N088           
N089           
N090           
N091           
N092           
N093           
N094           
N095           
N096           
N097           
N099           
N100           
N101           
N102           
N103           
N104           
N105           
N106           
N107           
N108           
N110           
N112           
N113           
N114           
N115           
N116           
N117           
N118           
N119           
 
Thanks respondents for their time! 
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11.2  APPENDIX 2: PPI SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
 
 
 
Progress out of Poverty Index™ for Kenya 
 
Indicator Value Points Score 
1. How many household members are 
aged 25 or younger? 
A. 3 or more  
B. 0, 1, or 2  
 
0 
8 
 
2. How many household members aged 
6 to 17 are currently attending 
school? 
A. Not all  
B. All  
C. No children aged 6 to 17  
 
0 
8 
21 
 
3. What is the material of the walls of 
the house? 
A. Mud/cow dung; 
grass/sticks/makuti; 
 
B. Other  
0 
 
 
5 
 
4. What kind of toilet facility does your 
household use? 
A. Other  
B. Flush to sewer; flush to 
septic tank; pan/bucket; 
covered pit latrine; or 
ventilation improved 
pit latrine 
0 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
5. Does the household own a TV? A. No  
B. Yes  
0 
16 
 
6. Does the household own a sofa? A. No  
B. Yes  
0 
14 
 
7. Does the household own a stove? 
 
A. No  
B. Yes  
0 
12 
 
8. Does the household own a radio?  A. No 
B. Yes  
0 
8 
 
9. Does the household own a bicycle?  A. No  
B. Yes 
0 
5 
 
10. How many head of cattle are owned 
by the household currently? 
A. None or unknown  
B. 1 or more  
0 
9 
 
 
Built by Microfinance Risk Management, L.L.C., http://www.microfinance.com  Total score: 
 286 
 
11.3  APPENDIX 3  
11.3.1  Additional Tables from Chapter Six 
The tables in this section refer back to Chapter Six and provide further breakouts of community 
household survey data by gender. 
 
Table 54: Education Status of Household Population by Gender 
  
Female Male Total 
# % cols # % cols # % cols 
Never attended school 49 22.6 33 17.7 82 20.3 
Primary incomplete 102 47 94 51 196 49 
Primary complete 33 15 30 16 63 16 
Secondary incomplete 18 8 14 8 32 8 
Secondary complete 10 4.6 8 4.3 18 4.5 
Polytechnic 3 1 1 1 4 1 
Univ/college incomplete 1 0 1 1 2 0 
Univ/college complete 1 0 5 3 6 1 
Total 217 100 186 100 403 100 
 
Table 55: Income-earning jobs of household population by gender 
  
Female Male Total 
#  % (col.) #  % (col.) #  % (col.) 
Trading/business 15 51.7 13 28.9 28 37.8 
Casual off-farm labor (paid) 4 13.8 13 28.9 17 23.0 
Labor on other farms (paid) 1 3.4 9 20.0 10 13.5 
Other work (paid)* 3 10.3 4 8.9 6 9.5 
Household/domestic (paid) 4 13.8 1 2.2 5 6.8 
School teacher 1 3.4 3 6.7 4 5.4 
Civil servant/official 0 .0 1 2.2 1 1.4 
Remittances 0 .0 1 2.2 1 1.4 
Rope making 1 3.4 0 .0 1 1.4 
Total 29 100.0 45 100.0 73 100.0 
*other jobs reported are matatu conductor, mason, tailor, security guard 
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Table 56: Top Indicators of Poor Households by Gender 
  
Female Male Total 
# % (rows) % of Ben # % (rows) % of Ben # % of Tot 
Poor quality of housing structures 9 20.9 42.9 34 79.1 55.7 43 52.4 
Hungry (food security) 10 27.8 47.6 26 72.2 42.6 36 43.9 
Not enough livestock 9 25.7 42.9 26 74.3 42.6 35 42.7 
Lack of land/access to land 7 28.0 33.3 18 72.0 29.5 25 30.5 
Not enough physical assets 5 23.8 23.8 16 76.2 26.2 21 25.6 
Not able to purchase basics 3 18.8 14.3 13 81.3 21.3 16 19.5 
Not able to pay school fees 2 18.2 9.5 9 81.8 14.8 11 13.4 
Poor health 4 36.4 19.0 7 63.6 11.5 11 13.4 
Not well educated/aware 0 .0 .0 8 100.0 13.1 8 9.8 
Low or variable income 3 37.5 14.3 5 62.5 8.2 8 9.8 
No wage-earning job 2 25.0 9.5 6 75.0 9.8 8 9.8 
Poor sanitation 2 28.6 9.5 5 71.4 8.2 7 8.5 
Too few income earners in HH 4 57.1 19.0 3 42.9 4.9 7 8.5 
Poor environmental conditions 2 100.0 9.5 0 .0 .0 2 2.4 
Lack of access to clean water 0 .0 .0 1 100.0 1.6 1 1.2 
Limited access to utilities 1 100.0 4.8 0 .0 .0 1 1.2 
Not enough financial assets 0 .0 .0 1 100.0 1.6 1 1.2 
Population pressure 0 .0 .0 1 100.0 1.6 1 1.2 
Other 0 .0 .0 1 100.0 1.6 1 1.2 
*can total greater than 100% due to multiple response set 
Table 57: Top Worries of Poor Households by Gender 
Worries 
Female Male Total 
# 
% 
(rows) 
% of 
Ben # 
% 
(rows) 
% of 
Ben # % of Tot 
Meeting daily food needs 5 29.4 23.8 12 70.6 19.7 17 20.7 
Health of self/family 8 36.4 38.1 14 63.6 23.0 22 26.8 
Education self/family 9 19.1 42.9 38 80.9 62.3 47 57.3 
Poor quality of shelter 6 20.7 28.6 23 79.3 37.7 29 35.4 
Lack of a steady job 3 17.6 14.3 14 82.4 23.0 17 20.7 
Lack of income 12 30.8 57.1 27 69.2 44.3 39 47.6 
Health of crops 2 15.4 9.5 11 84.6 18.0 13 15.9 
Health of animals 3 50.0 14.3 3 50.0 4.9 6 7.3 
Violence 0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 
Other 1 11.1 4.8 8 88.9 13.1 9 11.0 
Clean water 0 .0 .0 1 100.0 1.6 1 1.2 
Not well edu/ignorance 2 40.0 9.5 3 60.0 4.9 5 6.1 
Meeting family basic needs 2 40.0 9.5 3 60.0 4.9 5 6.1 
Family worries 0 .0 .0 4 100.0 6.6 4 4.9 
Lack of animals 1 11.1 4.8 8 88.9 13.1 9 11.0 
Lack of farm implements 1 33.3 4.8 2 66.7 3.3 3 3.7 
Lack of labor to farm 3 50.0 14.3 3 50.0 4.9 6 7.3 
Land Access 0 .0 .0 2 100.0 3.3 2 2.4 
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11.4  ADDITIONAL TABLES FROM CHAPTER SEVEN 
11.4.1  Regression Analysis 
Another way to examine the relationships between these three variables is to run multiple, 
simple regressions, using one measure as the independent variable and a second measure as 
the dependent variable.  Regression analysis confirms the correlations. In that when regressed 
on one another, the coefficients are small but significant.  Table 58 shows the coefficients of 
determination (R2) for each of the regressions.  The R2 measures the ‘goodness of fit’ of the 
model, explaining the proportion of variability in the dataset for which the model accounts.   As 
the table shows, the different measures of poverty explain a small portion of the variation in 
the dependent variable.  For example, when the expenditure method is used as the dependent 
variable and regressed on the PPI score, the resulting R2 tells us that the PPI score only explains 
about 12 percent of the variation in expenditures.  Small R2 values are not uncommon in the 
social sciences.  And since my regressions only contain one independent variable, one would 
not expect a single variable to explain all of the variation in another variable.   However, what is 
important is that the pattern holds.  The PPI explains more of the variation in the model than 
when the PWR is regressed against the Expenditure variable. 
Table 58: Regression Results of Poverty Measures 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable 
Expenditure PPI PWR 
Expenditure - .121 .088 
PPI .121 - .234 
PWR .088 .234 - 
 
11.4.2  Poverty Comparisons 
Table 59 shows the household’s beneficiary status and how the person interviewed for the 
household survey answered the questions “in your opinion, is your household poor?” and 
“compared to that of your parental household would you say the economic condition of your 
household is better, the same, or worse?” It also shows the poverty bucket in which the FGD 
member placed her own household. Finally it shows the results of the three poverty measures.   
In the latter case, these scores represent where the household falls when the measure is 
broken out into ten equal buckets, where 10 is the wealthiest bucket and one is the poorest 
bucket.   So for instance, household N086 falls into bucket 7 of the poverty line measure, bucket 
3 of the composite measure, and bucket 6 of the PWR measure.  
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Table 59: Direct Comparisons of Different Measures 
ID 
WFP 
Bene. 
HH Self-
Score 
PWR Self-
Score 
Pvty Line 
10Buckets 
PPI 
10Buckets 
PWR 
10Buckets 
N086 No  Not Poor Average 7 3 6 
K077 No  Not Poor Poor 7 8 4 
K077 No  Not Poor Poor 7 8 4 
N092 No  Not Poor Poor 8 10 10 
K065 No  Not Poor Average 9 10 8 
K056 No  Poor Poor 5 7 6 
N119 No  Poor Poor 7 5 2 
K035 Yes Not Poor Average 2 9 7 
K013 Yes Not Poor Average 2 2 9 
K044 Yes Not Poor Poor 4 2 8 
N084 Yes Not Poor Average 5 3 7 
K002 Yes Not Poor Wealthy 5 5 9 
N120 Yes Not Poor Average 6 10 5 
K005 Yes Poor Average 1 1 3 
K045 Yes Poor Poor 2 1 4 
K034 Yes Poor Poor 2 2 5 
N115 Yes Poor Poor 3 2 1 
K023 Yes Poor Average 5 7 6 
K023 Yes Poor Poor 5 7 6 
K011 Yes Poor Very Poor 9 4 1 
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11.5  APPENDIX 4: FOCUS GROUP DETAILED RESPONSE SETS 
1) In your community, what does a poor household or poor person look like?  What do you call such a household or person?  What other words can you think 
of to describe such a household or person? 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
“Nga” – Poor 
“Muthini” – someone who is poor 
Eat plain maize seeds (Makanda) 
Porridge with salt instead of sugar 
Boil unripe fruits 
Boiled vegetables with salt 
Wild vegetables (Kikowe) 
Hunt for meat but not buy in markets (dik-
dik, antelope, rabbits, squirrels, birds) 
Live in grass thatched homes 
Mud walls 
Mud floors 
Dirty environment – grass in compound up to 
door step 
No toilet 
Poor sanitation 
Throw litter everywhere (Claire note: 
interesting that youth littered the wrappings 
of the snacks that I had brought). 
Feces of children around compound 
Sack for a mattress 
Thin people 
Tattered clothes, too much mending , lots of 
patches 
Lack of shoes 
Lack of essentials like soap – so they are 
dirty, lack water 
Long hair – can’t afford to get it shaved 
Don’t walk upright – have pity for themselves 
– self-pity 
“Ngya” – poor 
Muthini 
Mundu Ute Kindu 
House poorly grass thatched 
Walls are poorly mudded 
House looks like it could collapse at 
anytime 
Possible for poor/dilapidated house 
but clean compound 
Children have tattered clothes 
Children are poorly 
feed/malnourished 
Feces all over 
Thin children/ dirty (lack soap)/ 
they are weak 
Children don’t go to school 
Gloomy faces 
Lack of self-esteem – they can’t 
express themselves. 
When you go to poor family and 
they see you coming they shut 
themselves in the house – don’t 
want to be social. 
Eat maize porridge, no sugar/milk, 
plain maize, plain vegetables (no 
oil, just salt) 
One meal a day 
Work as casual laborers 
Little farming – no strength 
Looking after other peoples cattle 
Ngya” – poor 
Anhini – many poor people 
Andu Ma Nzaa – people of hunger 
Andu Ma Thina – problematic people 
Sleeping on the floor 
Arrange sticks for a bed 
Sleep on own clothes 
No chickens, goats,  nothing 
Some houses not roofing just 
polyhene paper 
Mud walls with holes through 
Dirty compound, nobody bothers 
No toilet 
Tattered clothes, no shoes, big 
stomachs 
Dirty 
“look at them and know they are 
poor” 
They are weak 
Self pity, shy, “love begging” 
They are appealing for help 
Not healthy 
Eat boiled plain maize, plain greens 
with no cooking fat 
Children go to hospital for poor 
health – malnutrition 
Normally children don’t go to school, 
some refuse to go, some get 
sponsored by rich people 
Do casual labor – can’t afford 
Athini” 
Atethw’a” 
Grass thatch house, mud wall, 
no beds 
Not adequate food 
Not bedding 
No goats, chicken, no cows, no 
donkey 
Eat plain maize, make porridge 
from maize from using grinding 
stores to make flour 
Eat millet 
Eat wild greens – boil, no oil 
Children have weak bodies, 
frequently ill 
Red hair due to malnutrition 
Children be naked, no shoes 
When kids are sick, taken to 
hospital without umbrella to 
shield from sun or rain 
If these kids have clothing don’t 
know original color because of 
patches or too much washing 
Donated clothes 
Work on farms – but rare, work 
on other peoples farms 
Kids don’t go to school, just play 
Can be employed in other 
peoples homes 
They look like they don’t know 
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Youth Women Men Disabled 
No self-confidence 
Work in paid labor such as digging trenches 
for individual shambas (farms), children 
looking after cattle, girls as house help, can 
become prostitutes, or do rope-making. 
Some go as house help or live with 
neighbors 
monthly wages because they need 
food right away 
7-8 year old children employed to 
look after other peoples cattle or run 
away from home (called ‘chokora’ 
which means looking for food from 
dirty bins).  They could become pick 
pockets 
what is happening 
They are shy like someone has 
frightened them 
They look/appear like they have 
problems 
 
2) What activities/things do poor households or poor people do to make their lives better?  What do they do to increase their income?   
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
Can begin to farm – they/family has 
land 
Charcoal burning 
Children do casual labor o bring in 
money 
Get an education 
Conducive environment (?) 
Note: youth we interviewed want to 
become: engineer/pilot, doctor, 
teacher, nurse, lawyer, own self- 
business, professor in agriculture 
Can save money from casual work for 
a chicken or a goat 
Send their children to school  
Children look after cattle or do casual 
labor to earn money to pay for 
another child’s schooling -Usually a 
boy 
Education  leads to better jobs (out of 
community) which help uplift the 
family (Claire note:  this is so much 
pressure on the kids to give back 
earnings to the family). 
Know how to do proper farming and 
crops – through education.  Parents 
get education via ag extension 
farming.  This often happens at 
Barazas (chief meetings) that occur 
before the rains 
Plant fruit trees – mangoes, 
pawpaws, oranges, lemons 
Learn better ways of farming (via ag 
extension – which is free) 
Send children to school – children will 
get employment and help family 
They should think of having smaller 
families 
Rearing chickens, plant fruit trees 
Donor give them money 
They can work in their own shambas 
They need assisted with food so t hey 
can get strength to work in own 
farms 
Send kids to school so tomorrow the 
families can be helped by the 
children 
Buy clothing with casual labor 
earnings 
Repair their house – buy a good door 
Attend seminars on better farming – 
put in practice what they are learning 
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3) When a very poor household gets some resources/money, what are the first things it might purchase or do?  If they were to get some more 
money/resources what is the next thing that they might purchase or do? 
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
Food 
Clothes 
Toilet (dig with purchased hoe) 
Better house – roof of iron sheet, 
cement floor, bricks instead of mud 
Mattresses 
Livestock 
Fence 
Get into savings and loans group 
(argue must have above things first 
or you can’t contribute money – 
these groups have a status attached 
to them) 
Buy furniture (e.g. sofa set, utensils, 
etc.) 
Buy food 
Clothing 
Build toilet 
Build better shelter – iron sheets, 
brick walls, cement floor 
Beds with mattresses and blankets 
(the very poor cover themselves with 
their clothing from the day) 
Cooking pots 
Utensils 
Wash basen 
Water jerrycans/ buckets for storing 
water 
Lotions 
Food 
Utensils (cooking pots) 
Clothing 
Send kids to school 
Build a  better house – iron sheets, 
timber, nails 
Buy a mattress and bed 
Blankets 
Chicken 
Goats 
First buy food 
Cooking pots/utensils 
Clothing 
Send kid to school 
Build house – b/c sleeping in very 
poor conditions change from iron 
sheets instead of grass, bricks instead 
of mud 
Buy a bed 
Chickens, goat, livestock/cows, 
donkey 
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4) Think of someone you consider wealthy in your community. What are the signs/characteristics that indicate that a household in this community is 
Wealthy? What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this household? 
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
They are the boss of the community 
Chain link fence with gate 
Well built houses (brick, plastered, 
painted walls, metal doors, burglar 
proof, windows) 
Clean compounds - beautified with 
trees/flowers, well-trimmed grass 
Lots of livestock 
Walk upright – have confidence when 
speaking 
Speak without fear 
They are happy 
Well dressed 
Eat a balanced diet – meat, eggs, 
fruits, hens, green vegetables, use 
cooking oil, porridge with sugar 
Televisions/radios 
Children have toys 
Children have house help 
Children go to high-quality schools 
(e.g. Wote academy) 
Have cars 
Have mobile phones 
Own shops in market 
Beautiful house – stone/brick wills 
with cement outside and cemented 
floors with carpets 
Wire fenced compound 
Tiles for roofing 
Solar energy panels 
Higher grade livestock (cows) 
Shamba well managed – use 
fertilizer, planted fruit trees 
Flowers and trees planted in 
compound 
Piped water to home possible 
Electricity possible 
Sofa sets in house, wall units, tvs 
Milking machines 
All types of utensils 
Kids have high education – maybe go 
to boarding school 
Very well dressed kids 
Look at them and say ‘they are rich’ 
Strong because they eat well 
Proud – know by how they walk 
Eat tea, eggs – well balanced diet 
Could be business men or self-
employed (doctors, civil services, 
wholesale shops, work in companies) 
“kitonga’ – rich 
Mathui – rich 
Mbuyu – slang for rich 
Mdosi – slang for rich 
“muthwii” – rich 
“mundu wi syindu” – someone who 
has things 
Well fenced – chain link or barbed 
wire 
Stone wall or brick house, painted, 
iron sheet roof or tiles 
Solar or electricity possible 
Children go to good schools 
Grade cows/livestock 
Lots of chickens and goats 
Could have a car 
Motorcycles 
Lots of land, nice farm 
Tractor 
Balanced diet 
Face is bright 
He walks and you see he has money 
Children look ‘money’ more than 
parents 
Own land 
Metal gate around compound – 
fenced with wire 
Car outside 
Compound is clean, planted flowers 
Water tanks 
Cemented pavement between 
community 
House could be tiles, walls are stone, 
cement floor with carpet 
Tv in sitting room 
Sofa set 
Wall units 
Children are healthy 
Eat things like eggs, cakes 
Have solar 
Find fridge/different types of meat 
Clothing is neat – latest fashions from 
shop 
Many cows, goats, --keep healthy 
breeds 
Working in offices, self-employed, 
have shops 
Children can be educated to 
whatever level they can manage – 
boarding school 
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5) Think of a household in your community that you consider very poor.  What are the signs/characteristics that indicate that a household is very poor? What 
are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of household? 
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
Dirty compound with long grass 
Children’s feces/waste everywhere 
Family can go hungry 
Tattered clothes 
No livestock 
Can become sick and lack medication 
Children lack education (or go to local 
schools) 
No beds – sleep on floor on sacks 
Grass thatched houses – leak during 
rain – walls of mud with holes or 
blocked holes with sacks 
No utensils 
Just one cook pot 
No donkeys to carry water – 
therefore lack water 
Dirty due to lack of soap 
Ngya ite kindu – very poor household 
One structure with everyone sleeping 
there 
No toilet 
Grass to doorstep 
Children feces everywhere 
Bad smell because urine just around 
the corner 
Use kalabash for cook pot/utensils 
Use metal kettle – but only have one 
Metal bowls to warm food 
Live on borrowed food 
Eat green vegetables mixed with flour 
– boiled no cooking oil 
Could even lack salt 
Big stomachs from malnutrition 
Torn clothes, no shoes 
Ring worm on head 
Dirty – can’t afford soap (use wild 
soap to wash) 
Cut a jerrycan in half for a wash basin 
No change of clothes 
Shy to meet people or have visitors 
Fetch water in a kalabash 
 
House looks like it could collapse at 
anytime (mud, thatched) 
Grass to door step 
No fencing 
One cooking pot 
Use kalabash for cooking 
No spoons (use hands) 
Malnourished, shaggy 
Tattered clothing – donated, no 
shoes 
No livestock 
Very thin, dirty (lack of soap) 
Hungry most of the time 
Eat plain maize, no oil, plain 
vegetables, sometimes even lack salt 
Children no in school/ child labor 
They go home to shelters that don’t 
look like home –could be in bushes, 
no fencing 
No toilet 
Grass is not trimmed 
 Children have poor looking bodies 
due to poor diet 
Naked children 
Torn clothing 
No livestock – no chickens 
Depend on neighbors for food 
Boil food – cook plain maize with wild 
vegetables 
Use kalabash to eat from (no proper 
utensils) 
Self-pity – appear like people with 
problems 
Get aid to get money or do casual 
labor 
May not have strength to work – 
(due to lack of food) 
No children in school 
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6) Think of a household that is average/common for you community.  What are the signs/characteristics that indicate that a household is average/common? 
What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of household? 
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
Compound fenced with branches and 
branched  gate 
Brick walls, iron roof but mud floor 
Livestock – 3 cows, 7 goats, 10 
chickens 
Balanced diet 
Utensils 
Mattresses 
3-4 cook pots 
Eat maize mixed with beans, porridge 
with sugar, tea with milk 
Wear second-hand clothes  
Own shoes 
Children go to local schools 
Work own farm 
Rear own livestock 
Perhaps operate a kiosk 
Have toilets 
Have radio 
Have mobile phones 
Have bicycles 
Have iron roof with nails, could be 
brick wall and could be cement floor 
Depending on size and ages of family 
unit could have 3-4 structures in 
compound 
Have a pit latrine toilet 
Could be a shower 
Wooden fencing 
Some trees/flowers in compound 
More than two cook pots 
Plenty of utensils 
Mattress for parents, local mattress 
for kids 
Local education for children 
Eat maize and beans, fried with 
cooking oil.  Can afford ugali  and 
vegetables – generally well balanced 
Tea with milk 
Employed to do work in other family 
farms 
Children could be in town working at 
hotels, construction 
Mobile phones are common  
Four sets of clothes for adults/ 2-3 
sets for children – all second hand 
Three or more cows 
5 goats 
A donkey 
Chickens 
Called Kati-Kati  - not rich/not poor 
Brick houses, iron sheets 
Bicycle 
3 cows (one for milk, two for plow) 
2 goats 
1 donkey 
Motorcycle 
Mobile phone 
Branch fence 
Toilet 
Children go to local schools 
Clean clothing – 4-5 shirts and 
trousers, shoes 
Eat well mixed maize and beans, 
afford meat once per month, tea, 
milk bread 
Some could own land 
Confident 
‘sure of tomorrow’ 
Could work as teacher, farmer, clinic 
officers, business person 
Home could have branched fence 
Wood gate or branch gate 
Trimmed grasses in compound 
Houses neatly built, but grass 
thatched – some with brick and/or 
iron sheets 
5 goats 
3 cows (pair of oxen and then one for 
milking) 
Chickens 
Some houses could be cemented 
(floors) 
Own bicycles, mobile phones 
Medium diet – have meat once per 
week 
Moderately dressed children 2-3 
decent clothes 
Some can go to school up to Form 4 
Enough bowls and spoons 
2-3 cooking sufarias (cook pots) 
Don’t look worried 
Manage to send kids to colleges 
Children go to primary locally 
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7) Think of a household that is still poor but a bit better off.  This is the category between very poor and average.   What are the signs/characteristics that 
indicate that a household is still poor but a bit better off? What are the words/phrases/actions used to describe this type of household? 
 
Youth Women Men Disabled 
Livestock – no cows but 2 goats and a 
few chickens 
Have a toilet 
Have food – but not necessarily a 
balanced diet 
Second hand clothes 
1-2 cook pots 
Plastic (rather than metal) plates, 
cups, bowls 
Strong tea (no milk) 
Porridge with salt instead of sugar 
Akala sandals (those made from tires) 
May have beds/sawdust mattresses 
Houses made of mud wall with tin 
roof or maybe brick wall with grassed 
roof – a mixture 
Work own land or work for paid, 
casual labor 
No mobile phone 
Maybe a radio 
No bicycle 
Iron sheet roof house but with stones 
on top to keep it down (can’t afford 
nails) 
Walls generally of mud/ floor of mud 
2-3 structures (not all iron sheets0 
Pit latrine that could have sacks for 
walls 
Branches used for fencing 
No flowers/trees 
1-2 cook pots 
Bowls/plates 
No cupboards or sofa sets 
Eat maize with few beans 
1-2 cows, 1-2 goats, chickens 
Local mattresses – cut grass for kids 
Children go to local schools 
Second hand clothes where children 
may have one extra set. 
Iron sheet roof, mud walls but no 
holes 
Toilet 
Try to make clean – trimming grass 
Branch fencing 
No cows, either chickens or a goat, 
no donkey 
No mobile phones 
Children go to primary (standard) 
school but that’s about all they can 
afford 
1-2 pairs of clothing – a Sunday best 
outfit 
Could have a title for land, but most 
don’t 
About 2 cook pots 
Plastics plates, cups 
“the will never be fat’ 
They have deep thoughts about life 
“live in doubt” because they don’t 
know where they will get casual labor 
Work building ditches, farming – 
likely other peoples land 
Eat maize and beans – sometimes 
can afford cabbage 
Could afford a house, grassed 
thatched with strong mud walls 
One house/structure 
Compound may not be fenced, but 
grass could be trimmed 
Pit latrine with polythene paper for 
walls 
One chicken but no cow 
Could find ‘loaned’ goats given by 
someone else to look after 
Send kids to school up to Standard 8 
Maybe man has one shirt, children 
could have one spare dress 
They appear steady but no proper 
income 
One sufaria, 2 bowls(one for children, 
one for parents) 
Kids use hands, parents use spoons 
Find them doing casual labor 
Employed with monthly wages 
Small business people selling 
vegetables/fruits but no kiosk 
 
 
 
